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THE IMPORTANCE OF, AND CAPABILITY TO PERFORM,
PROGRAM EVALUATION AS PERCEIVED
BY WISCONSIN DISTRICT
MEDIA DIRECTORS

Roger Leslie Hartz, Ed.D.
Western Michigan University, 1982

Working from a theoretical framework developed by merging the
CIPP Evaluation Model with the concepts of formative and summative
evaluation, this study attempted to discover the perceptions of
Wisconsin school district instructional media directors regarding
the importance of, and capability to perform, various types of eval
uation activity.
Two survey instruments were developed, pilot tested, and admin
istered to Wisconsin school district media directors.

One form,

administered to half of the population, sought information about the
importance of the evaluation activities.

The second form, adminis

tered to the remainder of the population, sought information about
the perceived capability to perform the evaluation activities.
Instruments were administered during May 1980.
Hypotheses being tested involved the perceptions of both the
importance of, and the capability to perform, the various types of
evaluation suggested by the CIPP Evaluation Model and the purposes
of evaluation as suggested by formative and summative evaluation.
Other hypotheses involved the effects of training as measured by
both advanced degrees and by certification on perceptions of both
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importance and capability.

ANOVA and t_ tests were used as appropri

ate with a .05 level of significance.
It was found that context and product evaluation activities were
considered to be the most important evaluation types with input eval
uation as the least important.

Formative evaluation purpose was

found to be more important than summative evaluation purpose.

In

addition, Wisconsin school district media directors with master's
degrees considered evaluation to be significantly more important than
did the directors with bachelor's degrees.

District media directors

with the lowest level of certification considered evaluation to be
more important than did those with higher levels of certification.
This was an inverse relationship to that expected and was considered
to be an artifact created by the sampling frame.
Wisconsin school district media directors considered themselves
significantly more capable of performing process evaluation than
context, input, and product evaluation.

In addition, school district

media directors considered themselves equally capable of performing
formative and summative input, formative and summative process, and
formative and summative product evaluation.

However, no significant

differences were found by either degree or certification regarding
the capability to perform the evaluation activities.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

This study was conducted to assess the perceptions of Wisconsin
school district instructional media directors regarding both the im
portance of program evaluation in the performance of their jobs and
their capability to perform evaluation activities.

A theoretical

framework was developed by merging the CIPP Evaluation Model with the
concepts of formative and summative evaluation.

Using this framework,

information was gathered in this study to identify the types and pur
poses of program evaluation activities considered important by school
district media directors and their perceived ability to carry out
those activities.

Rationale

•

Stufflebeam (1978), drawing on the earlier work of the Phi Delta
Kappa National Study Committee on Evaluation (Stufflebeam, Foley,
Gephart, Guba, Hammond, Merriman, & Provus, 1971), provided a compre
hensive definition of program evaluation as "the process of delineat
ing, obtaining, and applying descriptive and judgmental information—
concerning the merit of some object's goals, plans, processes, and
products— in order to serve decision making and accountability"
(p. 8).

This definition thus places an evaluation activity at every

point in a program where a decision must be made.

At no time in the

1
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recent past has the need for sound decision making in public educa
tion been more important than it is today.

The state and local cli

mate in relation to public education has made a dramatic shift from
the lavish years of the 1960's when funding was abundant, enrollments
were climbing, and education generally enjoyed the confidence of the
public it served.

Today, public education faces challenges of shrink

ing enrollments, eroding public confidence, and declining levels of
funding (Divoky, 1979; Pipho, 1981).
Recent years have seen the emergence of taxpayers' revolts, tax
ing limitations, and decreases in state funding assistance (Pipho,
1981, pp. 722-723).

In addition, schools find the purchasing power

of their dollars declining because of inflation.

Teachers' organiza

tions have become more militant and have been able to gain a larger
share of the educational resources (Divoky, 1979, p. 89).

Finally,

decreased levels of enrollment have decreased the levels of state
funding which makes up a substantial portion of the local school's
financial resources (Divoky, 1979, pp. 87-88).
School media programs have not been immune from these changes.
Media programs directly increase the cost of teaching.

A single

textbook is far less expensive than a textbook plus a collection of
reference books to facilitate students who want more information; a
fiction anthology is less expensive than an anthology plus a collec
tion of fiction books for those students with wider reading interests
or those students with higher or lower reading ability.

Instruction

using only the chalkboard and chalk is less expensive than instruc
tion using projectors, lamps, screens, film, and receivers; and
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student work using paper and pencil is less expensive than student
work with the computer.
Adding to these problems is the fact that media personnel may be
placed away from the policy-making levels of responsibility (Erickson,
1968, p. 24).

While it can be said that school media programs sup

port education, the idea that media are integral to the process of
learning may be difficult to substantiate (Lowrey & Case, 1978, pp.
12-13).

Thus, not only are media programs expensive to operate, they

also may be perceived to be merely a support function in the educa
tional process.
To preserve the value that can be gained by having a strong
school media program as an integral part of the educational process,
it becomes necessary to counter the apparent vulnerability of school
media programs created by the social and economic variables affecting
the decision-making process.

The effect of information gathered

through a systematic application of the evaluation process has been
studied by Patton (1980) and Alkin, Daillak, and White (1979) . In
field studies by these researchers, data were gathered that support
the view that evaluation does have an influence on the decision
making process.

Their studies suggest that when program evaluation

is institutionalized, on-going, and considered as an additional input
to the long-term evolutionary process of change, evaluation does, in
deed, have an impact on the decision-making process.
If the impact of evaluation is expected to be immediate and dra
matic, evaluation information has little influence on the decision
making process.

However, if evaluation information is considered as
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one .of several factors and useo. over a longer period of time, evalua
tion does influence the process.

Using Alkin's et al. (1979) defini

tion of utilization, institutionalized evaluation is "used success
fully for program development and management and [has] incremental
rather than dramatic impact on program decision-making" (p. 24).
Information gathered through the evaluation process, then, is
useful in the decision-making process when used as a long-term man
agement tool.

Recognition of the importance of program evaluation to

aid the decision maker is underscored also by the professional media
organizations and by administrative guidelines of the Wisconsin De
partment of Public Instruction (hereafter referred to as DPI).
Task analyses of jobs in school media programs (Case & Lowrey,
1973; Wallington, Hyer, Bemotavicz, Hale, & Silber, 1969) revealed
activities which fall within the definition of program .evaluation.
In projects done by both the American Association of School Librar
ians, a Division of the American Library Association (hereafter re
ferred to as AASL/ALA) and the Association for Educational Communica
tions and Technology (hereafter referred to as AECT), evaluation
activities were identified and separated from the other more tradi
tional media functions:

e.g., production, instructional development,

circulation, and technical processing.

This identification and sepa

ration gave emphasis and visibility to the idea and tasks of program
evaluation.
The Jobs in Instructional Media study administered by AECT found
evaluation activities being done by school media personnel (Walling
ton et al., 1969).

The Guidelines for the Certification of Media
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Specialists (Galey & Grady, 1977) recommended competency in program
evaluation as an area to be developed prior to certification.

The

1975 joint publication of AASL/ALA and AECT, Media Programs:

Dis

trict and School, also gave specific responsibility for the develop
ment of an on-going program evaluation system to the district media
director in each school system.
In Wisconsin the district media director is the major decision
maker in each school district’s media program.

Since 1975 the state

of Wisconsin has required each school district to have a media pro
fessional designated as the district media director.

This person is

charged with providing leadership and coordination in the development
of media services within the schools of each district.

The district

media director has been given eight responsibilities by the state.
Among those responsibilities are the "development, coordination, and
evaluation of the district level long-range plan for media services"
and the "planning and coordination of the on-going evaluation of the
school district instructional media services" (Wisconsin DPI, 1977,
p. 3).
The recognition of the importance of program evaluation activi
ties among the professional organizations at the national level and
by the Department of Public Instruction at the state level is obvious
from the attention given to those tasks.

However, the ability of the

media professional to carry out those recognized evaluation activi
ties cannot be assumed.
A major work in task assessment was done in a 6-year School
Library Manpower Project funded by the Knapp Foundation and
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administered by the AASL/ALA.

The purpose of the project was to

identify tasks performed by personnel in exemplary media programs,
to develop recommendations for the training of media professionals
based on the task analysis, to establish the recommendations in six
model training programs, and to evaluate the success of the training
programs.

The major information gathering device for the evaluation

phase of the project was the Behavioral Requirements Analysis Check
list (Case & Lowrey, 1973) which was used to survey program gradu
ates.

A relevant finding of this study was a wide discrepancy be

tween respondents’ perceptions of the importance of program evalua
tion activities and their capability to do those activities.

Of the

seven areas of competency and importance investigated, respondents
rated the importance of the tasks in "Planning and Evaluation" second
while they rated their capability to do the tasks sixth.

Moreover,

in breaking down the data by academic degree— bachelors, masters, and
specialists— with each higher degree, both importance of and the
capability to do program evaluation increased.

The relationship of

higher importance and lower capability was maintained, however, re
gardless of degree (Case, Lowrey, Fink, & Wagner, 1975).
The value of a strong media program when considered as an inte
gral part of the instructional program of the school cannot be dis
puted.

However, the social and economic factors impinging on public

education have presented a perspective of retrenchment that is influ
encing the decision-making process.

This perspective has increased

the vulnerability of many programs including the media program.

To

counter this, it is imperative that decisions regarding the media
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program be based on data gathered through the systematic application
of the evaluation process.

However, there appears to be an un

settling discrepancy between the sense of importance attached to the
evaluation process and the media professional's perception of his or
her ability to carry out those tasks.

The Research Problem

What aspects of systematic evaluation processes do media pro
fessionals consider important in the performance of their jobs?

Do

media professionals perceive that they have the ability to gather
information through systematic evaluation processes?

These questions

seem to be paramount to the future of media programs in the public
schools.

The purpose of this study was to collect data to help

answer these questions.
To gather these data, a theoretical framework was developed by
merging the CIPP Evaluation Model with the concepts of formative and
summative evaluation purposes.

The CIPP Evaluation Model, developed

by Stufflebeam et al. (1971), identifies four aspects of program
evaluation:

Context, Input, Process, and Product.

Context evalua

tion provides the basis for developing goals and objectives from the
program's environment and from the identification of unmet needs.
Input evaluation provides information about available resources and
strategies to accomplish the specified goals and objectives.

Process

evaluation information identifies problems and shortcomings in the
implementation process.

Product evaluation provides information

about the attainment of the goals and objectives of the program.
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Scriven (1967, p. 43) developed the concepts of formative and
summative evaluation.

These concepts place emphasis on the uses

made of the evaluation information which is gained.

Formative evalu

ation information is used to modify a program or a project; summative
evaluation information is used to report publicly about the overall
worth or merit of a program or project.

Using the Stufflebeam (1976,

p. 71) definition of evaluation, formative evaluation serves the pur
pose of decision making and summative evaluation serves the purpose
of accountability.
Merging the CIPP Evaluation Model with the idea of formative and
summative evaluation purpose results in the conceptual framework for
this study.

Each aspect of evaluation as identified in the CIPP

Evaluation Model thus has either a formative (decision making) or a
summative (accountability) purpose as shown in Figure 1.

Using this

matrix it was possible to describe evaluation activities related to
school media programs by type and purpose.

Using relevant activities

in each cell of the matrix it was possible to gather data which de
scribed the perceptions of school district media directors in Wiscon
sin regarding the importance of the types and purposes of evaluation
activities and their ability to carry out those activities.

Purpose and Objectives

The purpose of this study was to ascertain the perceptions of
Wisconsin school district media directors regarding the importance of
the various evaluation tasks suggested by the ClPP-formative/summative framework and their capability to perform those tasks.
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9

Evaluation
purpose

Decision
making

Account
ability

Evaluation type

Context

Input

Process

Selection
of program
goals and
obj ectives.

Selection
of program
strategy.

Guidance
for imple
mentation.

Basis for
termination,
continua
tion, or in
stallation.

Record of
the actual
process.

Record of
attainments
and recycl
ing deci
sions .

Specifica
tion of
procedural
design.

Record of
obj ectives
and basis
for their
choice.

Record of
chosen
strategy
and design
and reason
for choice.

Product

Source. Stufflebeam, 1976, p. 71.

Figure 1
Evaluation Type/Purpose Matrix

Specifically, the following were the objectives for the study:
1.

to identify the types of evaluation, as suggested by the

CIPP Evaluation Model, considered to be important by school district
instructional media directors. This information would identify the
aspects of the CIPP Evaluation Model which were considered important
in the evaluation of district instructional media programs.

Informa

tion about evaluation type would provide context information needed
to assist in the future development and refinement of evaluation
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10
methods
2.

and strategies specific to school media programs.
to identify the

evaluation purpose— formative orsummative—

considered to be important by school district instructional media
directors. Perceptions about the importance of gathering information
for the two evaluation purposes would provide important context in
formation to assist planning for both preservice and in-service
training experiences.
3.

to identify the impact of training— as measured by both de

gree and by levels of certification— on perceptions of importance.
This information would assess the degree to which training programs
sensitize media personnel to the importance of evaluation.

In addi

tion, this information would provide guidance to the preservice
training institutions and to the in-service planners in the Wisconsin
DPI and
4.

the professional organizations.
to identify the

types of evaluation, as suggestedbythe

CIPP Evaluation Model, which school district media directors perceive
themselves capable of performing. This information would identify
the aspects of the CIPP Evaluation Model which district media direc
tors consider themselves capable of performing.

The types of evalua

tion activity would provide important context information to assist
planning for both preservice and in-service training experiences.
5.

to identify the evaluation purpose— formative or summative—

which school media directors perceive themselves capable of perform
ing. Perceptions about the capability of performing program evalua
tion for the two purposes of evaluation would provide important con
text information to assist planning for both preservice z d
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in-service training experiences.
6.

to identify the impact of training— as measured by degree

and certification— on the perceptions of capability. This informa
tion would assess the degree to which training increases capability
to do program evaluation.

This information would be valuable to pre

service training institutions and to in-service planners in designing
evaluation training experiences.
The overall goal of this study was to improve the training in
program evaluation received by Wisconsin public school media person
nel.

Information provided by school district media directors regard

ing the various aspects of program evaluation and the perceptions of
their ability to do those aspects of evaluation would provide impor
tant information for the development of evaluation training emphasis
in both the preservice and in-service education of media profession
als.

Limitations, Assumptions, and
Definitions of Key Terms

A number of limitations, assumptions, and terms must be ex
plained and defined.
The major limitation of the study was the limitation of scope.
Only the perceptions of the importance of and the ability to perform
certain activities associated with program evaluation were investi
gated at a given point in time.

The population being investigated

was limited to those persons designated the district media director
by the local school districts to the Wisconsin Department of Public
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Instruction-

The population was also limited to the districts and

personnel serving in the state of Wisconsin.
In addition, several assumptions have been made in carrying out
this study.

The persons designated as school district media direc

tor were assumed to have some responsibility for the coordination of
the instructional media program within the school district as speci
fied by Wisconsin law and the interpretations of the Wisconsin De
partment of Public Instruction.
A valid and reliable measure of the importance of the various
aspects of program evaluation was assumed to be obtainable from ques
tions about a collection of evaluation activities.

It was also

assumed that a valid and reliable measure of the capability to do
evaluation could be obtained from the same questions.
Finally, the attainment of an advanced degree was assumed to be
an incomplete measure of training beyond the minimal bachelor’s de
gree requirement for certification.

It was further assumed that

additional certifications were a second measure of advanced training.

Definitions of Key Terms

The profession of instructional media is rife with confusing and
sometimes contradictory vocabulary.

For the purpose of this study,

key terms were defined as follows:
District media director: that media professional designated
by the local school district to carry out the coordination and plan
ning of the instructional media program at the school district level
(Wisconsin DPI, 1977).
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Instructional media: the combination of resources including
people, materials, machines, facilities, environments, purposes, and
processes used to facilitate student acquisition and strengthening of
skills in reading, observing, listening, and the communication of
ideas (AASL & AECT, 1975, p. 4).

Other terms used synonomously in

clude school media, educational media, and library media.
Instructional media program: the systematic application of in
structional media resources to facilitate teaching and learning.

An

instructional media program "focuses on human behaviors and inter
actions, with staff members supporting students and teachers and all
other users in the utilization of media to achieve learning goals"
(AASL & AECT, 1975, p. 5).

Other terms used synonomously include

school media program, educational media program, and library media
program.
Media personnel: "persons with.specialized interest and train
ing who develop and carry out media programs as an integral part of
the curriculum.

They include all the professional and support mem

bers of a media staff" (AASL & AECT, 1975, p. 109).
Media professional: any person certificated by the Wisconsin
Department of Public Instruction as Audiovisual Coordinator, Audio
visual Director, or School Librarian.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE

This chapter contains a review of literature relevant to the
problem- under study.

The chapter begins with a discussion of the

relationships between educational evaluation and decision making.
It then contains descriptions of the CIPP Evaluation Model and forma
tive and summative evaluation.

This chapter also contains a discus

sion of previous research studies which used the CIPP Model as the
theoretical framework, as well as research concerning the perceptions
of school library media personnel regarding various evaluation activ
ities.

Finally, the roles and responsibilities of Wisconsin school

district media directors are described.

Evaluation and Decision Making

Liesener (1976), in his book, A Systematic Process for Planning
Media Programs, identified on-going evaluation of the media program
as central to his system.

School media programs, he said, urgently

need more sophisticated management and planning systems.

Integral to

his system are on-going information-gathering activities to identify
the changing needs of the clients; to "identify performance problems
in implementing the services agreed to"; and to "document what is
done, why it is done, and what resources are required'to do it"
(p. 19).' Liesener's system presented a strong case for media

14
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personnel to adopt the role of decision maker in matters affecting
instructional media.

Not only must media personnel be concerned with

external evaluations of a summative nature, but they must also become
sensitized to and competent in the vital activities of gathering in
formation to assist their decision making and to justify their use of
the school's resources.

Thus Liesener saw evaluation for both deci

sion making and for accountability as being central to a systematic
management system and as vital to the improvement (in some cases, the
survival) of school media programs (Liesener, 1976, Chapters 1, 2, &
7).
Stufflebeam and the Phi Delta Kappa (PDK) National Study Commit
tee on Evaluation (Stufflebeam

et al., 1971) identified a four-step

decision-making process on which they based their conceptualization
of program evaluation in education.

While any decision making is a

complex process, all decisions go through the four stages of
(a) awareness that a decision is needed, (b) defining the nature of
the decision and the decision options, (c) choosing among the deci
sion options, and (d) acting on one of the options.

Although none

of the stages of the decision-making process is devoted explicitly to
the acquisition of information, information is necessary at each
stage.

Information in the first stage would make the decision maker

aware that a decision must be made because of a need or problem which
must be resolved; an opportunity has arisen; or that a law, policy,
rule, or tradition demands it.

Information is gathered in the sec

ond stage to define the questions implied by the required decision,
to identify authority and responsibility, to develop the decision
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alternatives or options, and to formulate the criteria for judging
the decision possibilities.

In the third stage— choice of options—

information is needed to apply decision rules to each of the possible
options, to identify the face validity of the best choice, and to
confirm, reject, or recycle the decision.

In the final stage— the

action or implementation stage— information is necessary to fix re
sponsibility and authority for implementation, and to judge the qual
ity of the decision in terms of. the desired change.

Thus, at each

step in the decision-making process, information is needed to assist
the decision maker.
Stufflebeam et al. (1971) added that decisions could be classi
fied as to whether they relate to ends or means and whether they re
late to intentions or actualities.
All educational decisions may thus be exhaustively and un
ambiguously classified by 1) intended- ends (goals), 2) in
tended means (procedural designs), 3) actual means (proce
dures in use), or 4) actual ends (attainments). This
schema provides for the identification of four types of
educational decisions serviced by four special types of
evaluation: 1) planning decisions to determine objectives,
2) structuring decisions to design procedures, 3) imple
menting decisions to utilize, control, and refine proce
dures, and 4) recycling decisions to judge and react to
attainments. (Stufflebeam et al., 1971, p. 80)
This conceptualization of decision making formed the basis of the
CIPP Evaluation Model and the definition of evaluation used in this
study.

That is, "the process of delineating, obtaining, and applying

descriptive and judgmental information— concerning the merit of some
object's goals, plans, processes, and products— in order to serve
decision making and accountability" (Stufflebeam, 1978, p. 8).
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The CIPP Evaluation Model is a comprehensive model which is
based on the four types of educational decisions cited above.

Con

text evaluation is used to assist the planning decisions; input eval
uation is used to assist the structuring decisions; process evalua
tion is used to assist the implementing decisions; and product eval
uation is used to assist the recycling decisions.
Although context evaluation is often equated with needs assess
ment in the library media literature, context evaluation is really
much more.

Context evaluation serves to define the environments in

which a system, a program, or a project functions. It seeks informa
tion about both the real and the desired environmental conditions
which operate on a program, and thus identifies unmet needs and seeks
to explain why needs remain unmet.

Context evaluation analyzes a

program in terms of its boundaries and its relationships with other
aspects of the system in which it operates.

It describes the values

and goals of both the system and the program within the system.

Con

text evaluation also looks outside the program and its system to
identify new or emerging values which may have an impact on the pro
gram in the future (Stufflebeam, 1976).
The second aspect of the CIPP Model is input evaluation.

The

emphasis in input evaluation is on the determination of how to use
the available resources to meet program goals.

While context evalua

tion is characterized by macroanalysis of the program and its envi
ronments, input evaluation is characterized by microanalysis.

In

doing input evaluation, emphasis is on the identification and assess
ment of available resources, strategies for accomplishing goals and
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objectives, and specific designs for implementing a selected strategy.
According to Stufflebeam et al. (1971):
The end product of input evaluation is analysis of one or
more procedural designs in terms of its potential costs
and benefits. Specifically, alternative designs are
assessed concerning staffing, time, and budget require
ments; potential procedural barriers, the consequences
of not overcoming them; relevance of the design to the
program objectives; and overall potential of the design
to meet the objectives, (p. 223)
The third aspect of the CIPP Evaluation model is process evalua
tion.

Process evaluation serves to provide information about the

operation of the program to the persons responsible for its imple
mentation.

In providing feedback, process evaluation serves three

purposes.

First, it serves to identify or predict problems in the

design of the program or in the implementation of the program.

Sec

ond, it serves to provide information for decisions which will be
made later in the implementation of the program (called programmed
decisions).

Third, it serves to provide a check to determine if the

program is really being implemented as planned (called an implementa
tion check).
Process evaluation builds on the decisions made following the
context and input evaluation activities, and the better the quality
of those earlier evaluation activities, the less the need for process
evaluation.

Process evaluation, while important in the early stages

of program implementation, becomes less important in the later stages
when product evaluation emerges.
The final aspect of the CIPP Model is product evaluation.

This

aspect of evaluation is intended to judge the attainments of the
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program or project.

In doing product evaluation, program outcomes

are related to context, input, and process information and the worth
of the outcome is judged.

Product evaluation serves to assist, in

deciding to continue, terminate, modify, or refocus a program or
project.
The Context, Input, Process, and Product Evaluation Model thus
forms the basis of a comprehensive approach to educational evaluation
which was developed to provide decision makers with information to
improve the quality of their decisions.

Information to improve deci

sion making is proactive which corresponds to Scriven's concept of
formative evaluation; in serving the need for accountability, evalua
tion is retroactive and corresponds to Scriven's concept of summative
evaluation (Stufflebeam, 1976, p. 71).

As a comprehensive evaluation

model, CIPP functions in both formative (decision making) and summa
tive (accountability) roles (Stufflebeam, 1976, p. 69).
Formative evaluation provides information about a program while
the program is still fluid and changes can be made.

Summative eval

uation, on the other hand, seeks to judge the quality of goals,
plans, procedures, and outcomes of a program.

Both formative and

summative evaluation are essential; while formative evaluation serves
to facilitate the decision-making process, summative evaluation
serves to judge the quality of the decisions which are made.
Combining the evaluation types identified in the CIPP Evaluation
Model (Context, Input, Process, and Product) with the purposes of
decision making and accountability results in the eight-cell matrix
first introduced in Chapter I (see Figure 1, p. 9).
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Research Using CIPP As the Theoretical Base

Among the many research studies conducted using the CIPP Evalua
tion Model as the conceptual base, two (Nevo, 1974; Root, 1971) were
especially relevant to this study.

The first, by Root (1971),

attempted to discover the evaluation training needs of selected
superintendents of schools in Ohio.

The second, by Nevo (1974),

sought to identify the types of information considered important by
teachers and building principals along both CIPP and formative/
summative dimensions.
In the study by Root (1971), the evaluation training needs of
the superintendents of schools in the 10 largest Ohio school dis
tricts were investigated.

Root developed and administered a ques

tionnaire based on the CIPP Model but without the formative/summative
dimension.

Root concluded from his study that the superintendents

agreed with the importance of the tasks suggested by the model but
that they had greatest concern for skill in the context and product
aspects of the CIPP Model.
Using a CIPP-formative/summative framework, Nevo (1974) compared
the perceived importance of obtaining evaluation information between
students, teachers, and building principals.

He discovered that

teachers perceived formative and summative evaluation information to
be equally important.

Teachers also perceived context and product

evaluation to be significantly greater in importance than input and
process information.
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Nevo (1974) also found that building principals considered
formative evaluation information to be more important than summative
information in all types of evaluation except product evaluation in
formation.

Summative product information was of greater importance

to principals than was formative product information.

The two most

important types of evaluation information for principals were forma
tive context and summative product evaluation information.

Summative

input information was significantly lower than any other category.
From this it appears that educational administrators perceived a
difference between information for decision making and information
for accountability while teachers did not.
Thus, the evidence from the research by both Root (1971) and
Nevo (1974) clearly indicates the greater importance of context and
product information and the lesser importance of input and process
evaluation information to the educational administrator at both the
district and the building levels.

In addition, the' research by Nevo

suggests that formative evaluation was perceived to be of greater
importance than summative information to the administrator at the
building level.

Evaluation Competency of School
Library Media Personnel

The role of school library media personnel is described in this
section.

Task analyses of school media personnel are discussed in

relation to the evaluation activities of school library media per
sonnel; the program standards, guidelines, and recommendations of
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the two major professional library media organizations are described
as they relate to program evaluation activities; and the guidelines
and requirements of the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction
are considered as they relate to the program evaluation activities
of Wisconsin district library media directors.
The School Library Manpower Project, funded by the Knapp Founda
tion of North Carolina, Inc., and administered by the AASL/ALA was
conducted in three phases over a period of 6 years.
Phase I consisted of the identification of exemplary school
library media programs throughout the United States and task analysis
of a variety of staff positions in those programs.
of competency were found from the task analyses.
(a)

Seven major areas
They included:

human behavior, (b) learning and the learning environment, (c)

planning and evaluation, (d) media, (e) management, (f) research,
and (g) professionalism.
Phase II of the project focused on the selection of training
institutions, the development of model training programs, and the
implementation of those training programs to teach the competencies
identified in Phase I.

Six training programs began in September 1971

and concluded in August 1973.
Phase III consisted of an evaluation of the impact of the ex
perimental training programs to provide guidance for the future de
velopment of school library media training programs and to provide
quality control (Case et al., 1975, p. 9).

Information about how

well the training programs prepared students and how well students
performed on the job was obtained in September 1973 for first year
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graduates and in May 1974 for second year graduates.

The major in

formation gathering device for the evaluation was the Behavioral Re
quirements Analysis Checklist (hereafter referred to as BRAC). Re
spondents to the BRAC included program directors, program graduates,
supervisors of program graduates, and persons who were students in
the programs at the time.
While the results of the Phase III evaluation make interesting
reading and study for persons concerned with the training of school
media personnel, emphasis here is on graduates’ perceptions of
those activities associated with the various competency areas as re
ported using the BRAC.
Based on responses from graduates, the competencies associated
with "Planning and Evaluation" emerged as being of high importance
but respondents had low capability to do those activities.

The only

other competency area found to be in that situation was "Learning and
the Learning Environment" (Case et al., 1975, pp. 117-119).
Media Programs;

District and School (AASL & AECT, 1975) was an

important set of recommendations and guidelines published jointly by
AASL/ALA and AECT in 1975.

This publication was the end result of

two joint AASL/ALA-AECT committees charged with the responsibilities
to revise and update the existing 1969 Standards for School Media
Programs and to develop standards for joint library media programs
at the school district level.

Because of the close relationships

of the reports of the two committees, the Joint Editorial Committee—
with membership from both parent organizations— recommended the two
reports be combined into one publication, Media Programs: District
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and School.
The publication presented guidelines, recommendations, philoso
phy, and activities outlined in chapters on the Media Program, Per
sonnel, Operation of the Media Program, Collections, and Facilities.
Eight areas of activity were included by the authors in the chapter
on the "Operation of the Media Program."

The areas of activity were

planning, budget, purchasing, production, access and delivery sys
tems, maintenance, public information, and program evaluation.

Using

the Stufflebeam (1976) definition of evaluation, major evaluation
activities and responsibilities were outlined in both the planning
and the evaluation sections of the chapter, although evaluation
activities were implied in the other sections at points where deci
sions were to be made or accountability was to be served.
Media Programs:

District and School (AASL & AECT, 1975) repre

sented the efforts of the professional organizations, school media
personnel, and others with special expertise in library, information
science, and educational technology to present what a school media
program should be.
Task analyses of positions in exemplary school media programs
also indicated that planning and evaluation was one of the major com
petency areas for media personnel.

Evaluation of the Library Man

power Project, however, revealed that students graduating from model
library media training programs perceived the importance of planning
and evaluation to be high, but that their capability to do the activ
ities associated with planning and evaluation to be low.
tion, Media Programs:

In addi

District and School underscored program
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evaluation as necessary to the operation of a successful library
media program.

The Role and Responsibilities of Wisconsin
District Media Directors

The professional responsibility for program evaluation is clear.
The procedures and activities of program evaluation, however, remain
unspecified.

In discussing this issue, Lowrey and Case (1978, pp. 14;

21) emphasized evaluation activities were more likely to take place
in school districts which have a district media supervisor named for
overall planning.

"Elsewhere," they added, "when little professional

direction is in evidence, evaluation is scattershot or nonexistent"
(Lowrey & Case, 1978, p. 14).
Chapter 121.02 of the Wisconsin State Statutes gave specific
responsibility for the direction and coordination of the district
library media program to a person certificated by the Department of
Public Instruction in the school media field.

Standards for Instruc

tional Media Programs 1977-82 (Wisconsin DPI, 1977, p. 3) explained
Chapter 121.02(j) as requiring each school district in Wisconsin to
designate at least one professional certified in instructional media
"to provide leadership for development of media services for the dis
trict's individual schools."

Information distributed by the Wiscon

sin DPI (1979) further explained the requirements of Chapter
121.02(j).

It said that a person certificated in library and/or

audiovisual (i.e., a media professional) "just be assigned responsi
bility for the K-12 library/media development."
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The responsibilities of the person designated as district level
media director or coordinator were listed as follows:
1. development and coordination of an effective
instructional media program based on an analysis of the
philosophy, goals, and objectives of the school district;
2. leadership in all aspects of the district media
program including instructional development, media de
sign and production, budgeting, facility development,
program planning, and delegation of responsibilities to
appropriate personnel;
3. participation as a member of the district super
intendent's governing committees or councils for curricu
lum and instruction;
4. coordination of the district media program with
the total educational program and other informational
■services within the community;
5. development, coordination, and evaluation of
the district level long-range plan for media services;
6. planning and coordination of the on-going evalu
ation of the school district instructional media services;
7. providing assistance in the development of school
media projects within the Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act Title IV and other federal or state funding
sources;
8. serving as a liaison with the DPI Bureau of
•School Library Media Programs. (Wisconsin DPI, 1977,
P. 3).
In addition to the specific evaluation responsibility indicated
in Number 6 above, all of the other responsibilities contain decision
making activities.

In carrying out those decision-making activities,

the district media director would be obtaining and using information
about the intended ends, the intended means, the actual means, and
the actual ends of the various aspects of his or her media program.
In the vocabulary of the CIPP Model, the district media director
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would be using information about the contexts, inputs, processes, and
products associated with the district media program.
Although responsibility for school library media services is
shared by persons functioning at the state, regional, district, and
building levels, it is the district level coordinator or director who
is the major decision maker and who assumes the greatest responsibil
ity for the school library media program at the district level; as
such, those persons are the users of evaluation information for both
decision making and for accountability.
While responsibility for the overall direction of the district
media program in Wisconsin was given to the district coordinator or
director, there is no guarantee that program evaluation is taking
place.

By its very nature, evaluation of a media program is threaten

ing (DeProspro & Liesener, 1975, p. 289).

School media personnel

lack training and skills in evaluation (Case et al., 1975, pp. 117119; Lowrey & Case, 1978, p. 20) and evaluation efforts may lack ad
ministrative understanding and support (Lowrey & Case, 1978, p. 21;
Woolls, 1978, pp. 25-26)
Studies by Root (1971) and Nevo (1974), however, found that pro
gram evaluation was important to school administrators at both the
building and the district levels.

Both researchers found that con

text and product evaluation were considered by district and building
level administrators to be of high importance.

In addition, Nevo

found that building administrators considered formative evaluation
to be of high importance.
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Summary

This review of the relevant literature establishes program eval
uation as an integral part of the media professional's job responsi
bility.

In a general sense, program evaluation aids the decision

making process of all school personnel (Nevo, 1974; Stufflebeam,
1976; Stufflebeam et al., 1971).

More specifically, school media

personnel are charged with doing program evaluation by the experts
in the profession (Case et al., 1975; DeProspro & Liesener, 1975;
Liesener, 1976; Lowrey & Case, 1978; Woolls, 1978), the media profes
sional organizations (AASL & AECT, 1975), and governmental regula
tions (Wisconsin DPI, 1977).
The comprehensive nature of the CIPP Evaluation Model makes it
a legitimate basis from which to investigate the types of evaluation
activity which are considered important and the degree to which media
personnel perceive themselves capable of performing those activities.
Merging the CIPP Evaluation Model with the concept of formative and
summative evaluation yields a framework which describes both evalua
tion type and evaluation purpose.
The CIPP Evaluation Model was used in two investigations which
closely parallel this study (Nevo, 1974; Root, 1971).

Both studies

found differing perceptions of the importance of the various aspects
of the CIPP Model.

In addition, one of the studies (Nevo, 1974)

found difference according to evaluation purpose.
No attempt has been made in this literature review to provide a
comprehensive review of all of the research and opinion regarding the
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CIPP Evaluation Model, formative and summative evaluation, media pro
fession suggestions, nor governmental guidelines.

Nevertheless, the

essential links have been made between evaluation type (as repre
sented by the CIPP Evaluation Model), evaluation purpose (as repre
sented by formative and summative evaluation), and the evaluation
responsibilities of media personnel suggested by the media profes
sion and mandated by governmental agencies.

Thus, the literature re

view does focus on the research and opinion most relevant to this
study and to form the basis for the hypotheses to be tested.

Hypotheses

Eight hypotheses were formulated, based on the findings reported
in the literature review.
(a)

These hypotheses are organized based on.

the perceived importance of various evaluation activities and

purposes and (b) the perceived capability of district media directors
to perform those activities.

Set 1 consists of the "importance"

hypotheses and Set 2 consists of the "capability" hypotheses.

Set 1: Hypotheses Regarding the Perceived
Importance of Obtaining Evaluation Information

Hypothesis 1 : Context, input, process, and product evaluation
are perceived to be of unequal importance in the performance of the
media director’s job.
Liesener’s (1976) systematic planning process, the guidelines
from the major professional media organizations (AASL & AECT, 1975;
Galey & Grady, 1977), and the state of Wisconsin (Wisconsin DPI,
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1977, p. 3) placed emphasis on evaluation as an important component
in the planning, development, and operation of a school media pro
gram.

Thus, a school media administrator must consider all aspects

of the program as legitimate areas for evaluation.

This would in

clude the intended ends, intended means, actual means, and actual
ends; i.e., the context, inputs, processes, and products involved in
a media program.

Nevertheless, research by Root (1971) and Nevo

(1974) indicated that educators did not consider all aspects to be
equally important.
Hypothesis 2 : District media directors perceive formative and
summative evaluation to be of unequal importance in the performance
of their jobs.
Formative and summative evaluations are conducted for different
purposes.

Formative evaluation is done for program improvement;

summative evaluation is done for accountability.

Both are necessary

activities according to Stufflebeam (1976) and Liesener (1976).
While both formative and summative may be necessary, research by
Nevo (1974) indicated that persons in different roles in education
perceived the importance of formative and summative evaluation dif
ferently .
Hypothesis 3: Directors with higher academic degrees perceive
evaluation to be more important than do directors with lower degrees.
The results of the School Library Manpower Project (Case et al.,
1975) indicated that media personnel with greater amounts of training
considered evaluation activities to be more important than did per
sonnel with lower amounts of training.
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Hypothesis 4 ; Directors with high levels of certification per
ceive evaluation to be more important than do those with low levels
of certification.
Level of degree is but one measure of the amount of training
taken by a district media director.

The ntnnber and type of certifi

cation^) held by the director is a second measure.

A director with

both library and audiovisual certifications has more training than a
director with only library or audiovisual certification.

A director

with library certification has more training than a director with
audiovisual certification.

Set 2: Hypotheses Regarding the Perceived
Capability to Obtain Evaluation Information

The following four hypotheses were formulated on the assumption
that the importance of a task in the performance of a job is directly
related to the capability to perform that task.
Hypothesis 5 ; Directors do not perceive themselves equally
capable of doing context, input, process, and product evaluation.
Hypothesis 6 : Directors do not perceive themselves equally
capable of doing formative and summative evaluation.
Hypothesis 7: Directors with high academic degrees perceive
themselves to be more capable of doing evaluation than do directors
with lower degrees.
Hypothesis 8: Directors with high levels of certification per
ceive themselves to be more capable of doing evaluation than direc
tors with low levels of certification.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

This chapter contains a discussion of the methodology which was
followed to test the hypotheses.
five sections relating to:
(b)

The methodology is presented in

(a) a description of the population,

development of the instrumentation, (c) data collection proce

dures, (d) analysis, and (e) limitations of the methodology.
A questionnaire was developed for administration to Wisconsin
district instructional media directors.

This instrument asked re

spondents to rate various evaluation activities according to how
important they perceived the activity to be in the performance of
their jobs or how capable they perceived themselves to be in the
performance of the activity.

The Population

The population from which data were collected consisted of all
persons in the state of Wisconsin who had been designated by their
school district as the district instructional media director or
coordinator for the 1979-80 school year.

A total of 423 persons were

identified as public school district media directors from a list pro
vided by the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction.

No private

school media directors were included.
Nearly 50% of the persons on the list held certification with
the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction as school librarian
32
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only.

Over 30% held certification in both school library and audio

visual, and nearly 10% held certification in audiovisual only.
Fifty-four percent of the population held bachelor's degrees while
35% held master's or higher degrees.

Eleven percent of the popula

tion (46 persons) could not be identified relative to certification
type and degree since their names did not appear on a Department of
Public Instruction list of personnel certified in library and/or
audiovisual.

For the purposes of this study, the persons in this

unknown category were treated as a separate group (see Figure 2).

Instrumentation

The instrument which was administered to the population of
Wisconsin school district media directors consisted of 40 items,
arranged in a 2 x 4 cell matrix describing formative and summative
evaluation activities within the Context, Input, Process, and Product
Evaluation Model, i.e., there were five items per cell in a formative/summative by CIPP matrix (see Figure 1, p. 9).

Item Development

A pool of possible items was derived from competencies and
activities suggested by the Behavioral Requirements Analysis Check
list— BRAC— which was developed as part of the School Library Man
power Project (Case et al., 1975).

BRAC, based on task analyses of

various positions in exemplary school media programs, contained un
prioritized activities in the competency areas of (a) human behavior,
(b)

learning and the learning environment, (c) planning and
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Library
certification
only:

Library and
audiovisual
certification:

Audiovisual
certification
only:

n = 204

n = 131

n = 42

48% of total
population

31% of total
population

10% of total
population

n = 228

n = 126

n = 89

n = 13

54% of total
population

30% of total
population

21% of total
population

3% of total
population

n = 149

n = 78

n = 42

n = 29

35% of total
population

18% of total
population

10% of total
population

7% of total
population

Bachelor's
degree:

Master’s
degree:

Unknown certification and degree:

n = 46
11% of total population

Figure 2
Population Certification and Degree
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evaluation, (d) media, (e) management, (f) research, and (g) profes
sionalism.

Thus, by using BRAC to develop the content blueprint, the

media content validity for the initial item pool was established.
While the items which were developed did not have perfect proportion
ality with the number of activities in each of the competency areas
covered by BRAC, representation, based on content analysis, was pres
ent from the competency areas which contained possible evaluation
activities (see Table 1).

Table 1
Content Blueprint

Competency area
from BRAC

% of
activities
in BRAC

% of items
developed
for screening

% of items
in final
instrument

Human behavior

4.1

3.7

2.5

Learning and the
learning environment

6.4

12.3

15.0

Planning and evaluation

6.4

23.4

27.7

Media

47.6

40.7

42.5

Management

25.9

19.8

12.5

5.0

0

0

5.0
-----

0
----

0
-----

100.4

99.9

100.2

Research
Professionalism

Specific items were developed, based on the content blueprint
derived from BRAC. Each item was written to contain an element de
scribing either a formative or a summative purpose and an element
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describing a type of evaluation activity corresponding to the CIPP
Evaluation Model.

A list of key words was adapted from Nevo (1974,

p. 44) to guide the item development process.

A total of 81 items

was developed with a minimum of 10 items intended for each cell of
the evaluation blueprint shown in Figure 3.

Context
evaluation

Input
evaluation

Process
evaluation

Product
evaluation

Formative
evaluation

Cell 1

Cell 2

Cell 3

Cell 4

Summative
evaluation

Cell 5

Cell 6

Cell 7

Cell 8

Figure 3
Evaluation Blueprint

The content validity of the evaluation aspects of the items was
established by a panel of six judges (see Appendix A) who were known
to be knowledgeable regarding both the CIPP Evaluation Model and the
evaluation purposes of formative and summative evaluation.

The pro

cedure. for establishing the content validity of the evaluation as
pects of the items involved administration of the item pool to the
panel of judges, tabulation of their responses, interviewing the
judges, revision or elimination of items, and reviewing the revised
items with the judges.
Items in the item pool were arranged in random order on a ques
tionnaire (see Appendix B) which was given to members of the panel.
The panel read the items and responded to two tasks about each item.
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The first task involved categorizing items into the CIPP Evaluation
Model; the second task involved categorizing items as to formative
or summative evaluation purpose.
The responses from the panel of judges were tabulated (see
Appendix B). Items on which the panel found two-thirds agreement
were then organized back into the evaluation blueprint (Figure 3).
To accomplish this, the number of judges agreeing on type of evalua
tion was added to the number of judges agreeing on evaluation purpose
to obtain a combined score for each item as shown in Table 2.

Items

with a combined score of greater than 8 were considered to be satis
factory.

Items with the same combined score of 9 or greater were

content analyzed when it was necessary to eliminate one or more item;
items were retained to gain increased proportionality with the con
tent blueprint derived from BRAC.
The judges were interviewed to gain information to guide the
revision of potential items with combined scores of 8 or less.

These

potential items were revised, based on the information gained through
the interviews.
second interview.

Judges reviewed the items a second time during a
All cells of the evaluation blueprint were filled

as a result of this process (see Table 2).
Howard Major (MLS, EdD, Western Michigan University) and Kimball
Kleist (MS, University of Wisconsin-Stout),' two persons known to be
knowledgeable about school media programs, also reviewed the items
on the initial screening instrument.

They provided critical comments

regarding interpretation of the items and suggestions for improvement
of the wording of the items.

No wording-was modified, however, which
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Table 2
Final Items in the Evaluation Blueprint

ir

Item
on
initial
screening
instrument
Cell 1:

# judges
indicating
appropriate
type

# judges
indicating
appropriate
purpose

Combined
score

Item #
on final
, instrument

Formative Context Evaluation

14

5

6

11

8

57

4

6

10

26

63

6

6

12

30

69

6

6

12

33

78

6

6

12

38

x = 11.4
Cell 2:

Formative Input Evaluation

6

6

6

12

15

6

6

12

6
9

24

5

6

11

12

35

5

6

11

15

74

5

6

11

36

x = 11.4
Cell 3:

Formative Process Evaluation

5

5

6

11

5

25

6

6

12

13

46

5

6

11

22

59

4

6

10

27

81

4

6

10

40

x = 10.8
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Table 2— Continued

Item # on
initial
-screening
instrument
Cell 4:

# judges
indicating
appropriate
type

# judges
indicating
appropriate
purpose

Combined
score

Item #
on final
instrument

Formative Product Evaluation

3

6

5

11

3

22

5

5

10

11

41

4

5

9

19

61

5

6

11

28

79

4

5

9

39

x = 10.0
Cell 5:

Summative Context Evaluation

1

6

5

11

1

2

5

4

9

2

10

6

5

11

7

27

6

6

12

14

39

5

4

9

18

x = 10.4
Cell 6:

Summative Input Evaluation

4

5

4

9

4

42

5

5

10

20

62

4

5

9

29

67

4

5

9

32

77

5

4

9

37

x =

9.2
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Table 2— Continued

Item // on
initial
screening
instrument
Cell 7:

# judges
indicating
appropriate
type

# judges
indicating
appropriate
purpose

Item #
on final
instrument

Combined
score

Summative Process Evaluation

18

5

6

11

10

37

4

6

10

16

64

4

6

10

31

70

4

6

10

34

71

4

6

10

35

x = 10.2
Cell 8:

Summative Product Evaluation

. 38

5

6

11

17

43

5

6

11

21

48

6

6

12

23

49

6

6

12

24

51

5

6

11

25

x = 11.4

changed the evaluation type and purpose of any item.
The instrument which was sent to Wisconsin district media direc
tors conformed to an evaluation blueprint with five items in each
cell of a CIPP versus summative-formative matrix.

In addition, the

instrument also conformed to a media content blueprint with items
containing content from the areas of activity suggested by BRAC
(see Tables 2 and 3).
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Table 3
Final Content Blueprint

Competency area
suggested by BRAC
Human behavior

Item numbers on instrument
33

Learning and the
learning environment

8, 24, 26, 28, 36, 38

Planning and evalua
tion

1, 3, 7, 10, 14, 17, 18, 22, 23,
30.► 37

Media

2, 4, 6, 9, 11, 12, 16, 19, 20,
25., 27, 29, 31, 32, 35, 39, 40

Management

5, 13, 15, 21, 34

Pilot Testing

A prototype instrument (see Appendix C) was developed using 40
items which had emerged from the item screening process.
type instrument consisted of three parts.

The proto

In Part I respondents were

to indicate their perceptions of the importance of each of the 40
evaluation activities. In Part II respondents were to indicate their
perceptions of their ability to perform the same evaluation activ
ities, and in Part III respondents were to provide demographic in
formation necessary to test the hypotheses.

A cover letter explain

ing the purposes and importance of the study was developed and en
closed with the prototype instrument sent to a random sample of 20
Wisconsin school district media directors.
This sample of 20 district media directors, stratified on the
basis of certification and degree, was drawn from a list of district
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media directors provided by the Wisconsin Department of Public In
struction, Bureau of Instructional Media Programs (see Figure 4).
The prototype instrument contained an addressed, postage paid cover
for instrument return.

The instrument was mailed to the sample on

April 28, 1980, with instructions to complete and return mail the
questionnaire by May 2, 1980.

Library
certification
only:

Library and
audiovisual
certification:

Audiovisual
certification
only:

n = 11

n = 6

n = 4

n = 1

ii returned = 6

n returned = 5

n returned = 1

n returned = 0

n = 7

n = 4

n = 2

n = 1

n returned = 6

n returned = 3

n returned = 2

ii returned = 1

n = 18

n = 10
—

n = 6

n = 2

n returned = 12

n returned = 8

n returned = 3

n returned = 1

Bachelor's
degree:

Master's
degree:

Totals:

Unknown certification and degree:

n = 2
n returned = 2

Figure 4
Pilot Sample Stratification and Returns
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Of che 20 pilot instruments sent, 14, or 70%, were returned.
Of those, two, or 10%, were not usable.

This gave a net return of

12 usable returns, or 60% of the sample (see Figure 4).
A follow-up was conducted to discover problems recipients had
in completing the pilot instrument.

Follotf-up consisted of telephone

calls to the two respondents who returned unusable instruments and to
two randomly selected nonrespondents.

All four of the district media

directors interviewed indicated four major problems:

(a) the jargon

used in the items, (b) the apparent redundancy of items within both
Parts I and II, (c) the exact duplication of items between Parts I
and II, and (d) the overall length of the instrument.
With respect to jargon, since the language of the items had been
reviewed by specialists in both content areas of instructional media
and educational evaluation, only minor changes could be made in the
language.
However, major changes were made in the directions for both
parts containing "importance" and "capability" questions.

With the

assistance of Dr. James Bosco, Center for Educational Research,
Western Michigan University, a more detailed explanation of the task
was provided along with a sample item.

A statement was also added

to the directions for each part that any apparent repetition of items
was necessary for the study and that each item should be answered
independently.

The problems of instrument length and the repetition

of respondents doing both Part I and Part II of the pilot instrument
were resolved by having half of the remaining district media direc
tors complete only the "importance" instrument and the other half
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complete only the "capability" instrument.

Thus, each respondent

would complete an instrument containing 40 rather than 80 items de
scribing various evaluation activities.

Finally, the number of re

sponse categories on the "importance" instrument was reduced from
six to five by merging the categories, "no importance" and "minor
importance" (see Appendix D).

Administration of the Instrument

A degree-by-certification stratification matrix (see Figure 5)
was used to insure proportionality in the administration of the in
strument.

The name of each of the 423 school district media direc

tors was entered into the appropriate cell in the matrix.

The 20

directors who were lost to the pilot administration of the instru
ment were removed.
403.

The remaining directors were coded from 001 to

Form 1, the Importance Questionnaire, was sent to all remaining

directors with odd numbers.

Form 2, the Capability Questionnaire,

was sent to all remaining directors with even numbers.
of the odd-even scheme was made by chance.

Determination

Thus, a total of 202 im

portance and 201 capability questionnaires were sent (see Figure 5).
Form 1 instruments were sent to 60 persons with bachelor's de
grees and certification in library only, to 43 persons with bache
lor's degrees and certification in both library and audiovisual, and
to six persons with bachelor's degrees and certification in audio
visual only for a total of 109.

Seventy-one instruments were sent

to media directors with master's or higher degrees.

Thirty-seven

directors with master's degrees and certification in library only
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Library
certification
only:

Library and
audiovisual
certification:

Audiovisual
certification
only:

n = 126
- __6 to pilot
120 directors
surveyed

n = 89
- _4 to pilot
85 directors
surveyed

n = 13
- 1 to pilot
12 directors
surveyed

directors coded
001-120

directors coded
121-205

directors coded
206-217

Form 1:
Form 2:

Form 1:
Form 2:

Form 1:
Form 2:

Bachelor's
degree:
Population:
n = 217

Form 1: n.= 109
Form 2: n = 108

n = 60
n = 60

n = 43
n = 42

n = 6
n = 6

Master’s
degree:
Population:
n = 142

Form 1:
Form 2:

n = 71
n = 71

Unknown
certification
and degree:

n = 78
- _4 to pilot
74 directors
surveyed

n = 42
- _2 to pilot
40 directors
surveyed

n = 29
- _1 to pilot
28 directors
surveyed

directors coded
218-291

directors coded
292-331

directors coded
332-359

Form 1:
Form 2:

Form 1:
Form 2:

ii = 37
n = 37

Form 1:
n = 20
n = 20 • Form 2:

n = 14
n = 14

Population:
n = 194

Population:
n = 125

Population:
n = 40

Form 1:
Form 2:

Form 1:
Form 2:

Form 1:
Form 2:

n = 97
n_ = 97

n = 63
n = 62

n = 46
- _2 to pilot
44 directors surveyed

Form 1:
Form 2:

n = 20
n = 20

n = 22
n = 22

directors coded 360-403

Figure 5
Survey Stratification
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received instruments; 20 persons with both library and audiovisual
certification received instruments; and 14 persons with audiovisual
certification only received instruments.

Instruments were also sent

to 22 directors with unknown certification and degree (see Figure 5).
A total of 201 Form 2 questionnaires were sent to the evennumbered Wisconsin school district media directors.

Form 2 instru

ments were sent to 60 persons with bachelor's -degrees and certifica
tion in both library and audiovisual, and to six persons with bache
lor's degrees and certification in audiovisual only.

A total of 108

instruments were sent to media directors with bachelor's degrees.
Seventy-one instruments were sent to school district media directors
with master's or higher degrees.

Thirty-seven directors with master's

degrees and certification in library only received instruments; 20
directors with both library and audiovisual certifications received
instruments; and 14 persons with audiovisual certification only re
ceived instruments.

Form 2 instruments were also sent to 22 direc

tors with unknown certification and degree (see Figure 5).
The numbers of importance and capability instruments sent in
each category corresponded to the strength of representation of each
category in the population.

This sample also was sufficiently large

to produce an alpha level of .90 with an acceptable error of 10%
(Krejcie & Morgan, 1970, p. 607) except for the category, audiovisual
only certification.

That category required a sample of 26, but be

cause of the limitations imposed by the survey design, it was pos
sible to use a sample of only 20 for both Forms 1 and 2.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

47
The final instruments and cover letters were printed photo off
set.

Mailing labels were photocopied from a mailing list provided by

the Bureau of Instructional Media Programs of the Wisconsin Depart
ment of Public Instruction.
the instrument.

A stamped return cover was provided on

A card was enclosed on which respondents could place

their name and address if they wished to receive a summary of the re
search study.

Confidentiality was guaranteed.

However, each instru

ment was coded to assist in follow-up of nonresponses; this was ex
plained in the cover letter (see Appendix D).
The instruments were mailed from Madison, Wisconsin, on May 15,
1980, with a specified return date of May 23.
line was maintained.

A trend of returns

By May 24, a total of 92 Importance Question

naires (or 45.5%) had been returned and a total of 81 Capability
Questionnaires (or 40.3%) had been returned.

A follow-up letter (see

Appendix E) was developed and sent, along with a second copy of the
instrument, to nonrespondents on May 24, 1980.
follow-up was May 30, 1980.

Return date on the

A total of 230 follow-up letters and

instruments were sent— 110 Importance Questionnaires and 120 Capabil
ity Questionnaires.
At the end of 5 weeks after the initial mailing of the instru
ment, 138 (or 68.3%) of the Importance Questionnaires had been re
turned.

Of those, one (or .5%) was not usable.

137 (or 67.8%) usable returns.

the Capability Questionnaires had been returned.
3%) were not usable.

This gave a total of

At that same time, 115 (or 57.2%) of
Of those, six (or

This gave a total return of 109 (or 54.2%)

usable Capability Questionnaires returned (see Table 4).

While the
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return on Form 1 was higher than the return on Form 2, both are re
garded as adequate for the analysis and reporting of the data
(Babbie, 1973, p. 165).

Table 4
Return Data

n

%

Form 1— Importance (n = 202)
138

Total returns
Unusable returns
Usuable returns

68.3

1

.5

137

67.8

Form 2— Capability (n = 201)
Total returns

57.2

115

Unusable returns
Usable returns

6

.

109

3.0
54.2

Conformity of Returns With Known
Demographic Characteristics

The known demographic characteristics of Wisconsin district
media directors included certification type, highest degree earned,
and the enrollments of the schools in which the directors worked.
Because the administration of Forms 1 and 2 was handled independently,
discussion of the congruence between the returned instruments and
the known characteristics will be treated separately.
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Demographic information regarding both certification and degree
were analyzed as reported by the Wisconsin Department of Public In
struction.

Information about respondents’ certification type and

degree held was also collected from the respondents themselves, but
there proved to be little relationship between what respondents indi
cated and the records collected and reported by the DPI.

It was de

cided to use the DPI data since those data were reported by the
school administration and thus were considered .to be more reliable.
In addition, Wisconsin school media personnel were anticipating new
certification requirements and a new vocabulary to name the certifi
cations.

The question on the survey addressing certification may

have confused the directors as to whether new or old certification
was being asked.
Since testing for return bias involved making a comparison be
tween expected and actual returns, a chi square test was appropriate
for all of the following response bias analysis (Siegel, 1956, p. 43).

Form 1:

Importance Questionnaire

Of the 202 Form 1 instruments sent to Wisconsin district media
directors, 137 were returned and usable.
rate of 67.8%.

This represented a return

No systematic return bias was noted in relation to

the three known demographic characteristics of school district en
rollment, degree, and certification.
Of the Form 1 instruments returned, 16.8% were from districts
with enrollment of less than 500 students, 28.5% from schools with
between 500 and 999 students, 32.1% from'schools with between 1,000
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and 1,999 students, 12.4% from schools with between 2,000 and 2,999
students, 1.4% from schools with between 3,000 and 3,999 students,
2.2% from districts with between 4,000 and 4,999 students, 5.1% from
schools with between 5,000 and 9,999 students, and 1.5% from schools
with enrollments over 10,000 students (see Table 5).

Analysis of

the Form 1 instruments returned by population category using the

x2

test revealed no systematic bias in the Form 1 returns related to
school district enrollments.

Table 5
Form 1 Returns by Enrollment

Enrollment
category

Expected %
returned

Observed %
returned

0-

499

19.6

16.8

.400

500-

999

30.9

28.5

.186

1,000-1,999

26.2

32.1

1.327

2,000-2,999

10.6

12.4

.306

3,000-3,999

4.5

1.4

2.000

4,000-4,999

1.6

2.2

1.440

5,000-9;999

4.3

5.1

.149

Over 10,000

2.1

1.5

.171

99.8

100.0

5.979

X2
value

Note, df = 7; £ = .05.

Nearly 53% of the Form 1 instruments returned came from persons
with the bachelor's degree as the highest earned degree, 36.5% were
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returned from persons with a master's degree, and 11% came from per
sons who could not be identified regarding highest degree earned.
Analysis of the Form

1 returns by highest degree earned using the x 2

test revealed that there was no reason to suspect a systematic bias
in returns on the basis of degree as shown in Table 6.

Table 6
Form 1 Returns by Highest Degree

Degree
category

Expected %
return

Observed %
return

X2
value
.04

Bachelor's

54

52.6

Master's

35

36.5

.06

Unknown

11

11.0

.00

100

100.1

.10

Note, df = 2; £ = *05.

Of the 137 Form 1 instruments returned, 44.5% were from direc
tors with library certifications only, 32.9% were from directors with
both library and audiovisual certifications, 11.7% were from direc
tors with audiovisual certification only, and 11% were from directors
who could not be identified by certification (see Table 7).

Analysis

of Form 1 returns by certification type revealed no reason to suspect
a systematic bias in returns based on certification type.
The returns from Form 1, with a return rate of 67.8%, showed no
systematic bias in relation to district enrollment, the directors'
highest degree earned, and the directors' certification type.
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Table 7
Form 1 Returns by Certification Type

Expected %
return

Observed %
return

Library

48

44.5

.26

Library and audiovisual

31

32.9

.12

Audiovisual

10

11.7

.29

Unknown

11

11.0

.00

100

100.1

.67

Certification
category

X2
value

Note, df = 3; £ = .05.

Form 2:

Capability Questionnaire

Of the 201 Form 2 instruments sent to Wisconsin district media
directors, 109 were returned and usable.
rate of 54.2%.

This represented a return

No systematic bias was noted in relation to school

district enrollment.

A systematic bias was noted, however, in rela

tion to both highest degree earned and certification type.
Of the Form 2 instruments returned, 13.8% were from districts
with less than 500 students, 30.3% were from schools with between
500 and 999 students, 28.4% were from schools with between 1,000 and
1,999 students, 9.2% were from schools with between 2,000 and 2,999
students, 7.3% were from schools with between 3,000 and 3,999 stu
dents, 1.8% were from schools with between 4,000 and 4,999 students,
6.4% were from schools with between 5,000 and 9,999 students, and
1.8% were from schools with enrollments of over 10,000 students.
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One return was impossible to classify because all coded information
had been removed from the instrument. Analysis of the Form 2 instru
ment received by population category using the x

2test revealed no

indication of systematic bias in the Form 2 returns related to school
district enrollment (see Table 8).

Table 8
Form 2 Returns by Enrollment

Enrollment
category

Expected %
returned

Observed %
returned

X2
value

0-

499

19.6

13.8

1.716

500-

999

30.9

30.3

.012

1,000-1,999

26.2

28.4

.185

2,000-2,999

10.6

9.2

.185

3,000-3,999

4.5

7.3

1.742

•4,000-4,999

1.6

1.8

.025

5,000-9,999

4.3

6.4

1.026

Over 10,000

2.1

1.8

.043

99.8

99.0

4.934

Note, df = 7; £ = .05.

Forty-five percent of the Form 2 instruments returned came from
persons with the bachelor's degree as the highest degree earned,
36.7% were returned from persons with the master's degree, and 18.3%
were returned from persons who were impossible to classify as to
highest degree.

There appeared to be reason to suspect a systematic
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bias in the returns.

Analysis of the x

2values showed that

known category had a disproportionately large return.

the un

Since the

testing of the hypotheses of the study was done with the unknown
category eliminated, this response bias was not regarded as important
(see Tables 9 and 10).

Table 9
Form 2 Returns by Highest Degree

Degree
category

Expected %
return

Observed %
return

X2
value

Bachelor's

54

45.0

Master's

35

36.7

.08

Unknown

11

18.3

4.85

100

100.0

6.43

Note,

1.50

df == 2; £ = .05.

Table 10
Form 2 Returns by Highest Degree With
Unknown Category Excluded

Degree
category

Expected %
return

Bachelor's

54

45.0

1.50

Master's

35

36.4

.08

Observed %
return

X2
value

1.13

Note, df = 1; £ = .05.
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Of the 109 Form 2 instruments returned, 41.3% were from direc
tors with library certification only, 34.9% were from directors with
both library and audiovisual certifications, 5.5% were from direc
tors with audiovisual certification only, and 18.3% were from direc
tors who were impossible to classify by certification.

Analysis of

the returns by certification revealed a systematic bias in returns
as shown in Table 11.

Table 11
Form 2 Returns by Certification Type

Degree
category

Expected %
return

Observed %
return

Library

48

41.3

.94

Library and audiovisual

31

34.9

.49

Audiovisual
Unknown

X2
value

10

5.5

2,.03

•11

18.3

4,.85

100

100.0

8..31

Note, df = 3; £ = .05.

Further analysis, however, revealed that with the unknown cate
gory excluded, there appears to be no systematic return bias as shown
in Table 12.

Thus, there appeared to be no return bias on the vari

ables which were used in testing the hypotheses.
The returns of Form 2, then, showed no systematic bias on the
basis of school district enrollments.

A disproportionately large re

turn was received from directors who could not be classified by
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degree or certification.

This situation was not considered to be

important since the unknown category was excluded in the testing of
the hypotheses.

Table 12
Form 2 Returns by Certification With
Unknown Category Excluded

Expected %
return

Observed %
return

Library

48

41.3

Library and audiovisual

31

34.9

.49

Audiovisual

10

5.5

2.03

Degree
category

X2
value
.94

3.46

Note, df = 2; _g_ = .05.

Limitations of the Methodology

Several limitations regarding the methodology must be discussed.
These limitations involved the development of the instrumentation,
the selection of the sample, the administration of the instrument,
and the returns.
Several problems emerged in developing the instrument to collect
the information about the evaluation activities of district media
directors.

The development of the items assumed the content validity

of the Behavioral Requirements Analysis Checklist as an indicator of
the kinds of activities performed by media personnel at the district
level.

The results of the evaluation of the School Library Manpower
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Project (Case et al., 1975) indicated that the graduates of the
exemplary training programs did perform the activities suggested by
the major categories contained in the Behavioral Requirements Analy
sis Checklist. However, not all of those graduates were functioning
in the position of district media director, the population for this
study.
A second limitation involved the difficulty of gaining strong
agreement on where the activities contained in the items fell in the
CIPP-formative/summative framework.

While most of the items did

gain strong agreement from the panel of judges on the first round,
the items in cells 4 and 6, formative product and summative input
evaluation activities, required major revision and a second cycle
through the panel of judges before agreement was reached.

Even after

the revision process, those two cells remained the weakest in terms
of agreement of the judges regarding the proper placement in the
CIPP-formative/summative framework.
An earlier difficulty regarding the length of the instrument was
resolved by sending only the importance portion of the questionnaire
to half of the population and the capability portion of the instru
ment to the other half.

While this did decrease the length of the

instrument (and thus, presumably increase the response rate), it also
had the effect of decreasing the confidence level and increasing the
percentage of error.

It will be noted that for the category of

audiovisual certification only, the confidence level was less than .9
and the error level was greater than .1.

The population of directors

with audiovisual certification only, when divided into importance and
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capability recipients, was too small to achieve an adequate sample
size.
A second limitation relating to the administration of the in
strument had to do with the population of directors who could not be
identified relative to degree and certification.

This group, repre

senting over 10% of the population of district media directors, was
lost for the purposes of this study.

This loss further reduced the

population size in each category.
A final limitation was that of the timing of the administration
of the instrument.

Because of the impending end of the school year,

it was necessary to severely shorten the desirable time frame for
the collection of the data.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS OF THE STUDY

The results of the study are discussed in two sections-

The

first section consists of the reporting of the data received from
the respondents.

The response data are considered separately for

both Form 1 and Form 2 since the two instruments were administered
independently.

The second section consists of the testing of the

hypotheses which were stated in Chapter II.

Response Data

The response data for Form 1, the Importance Questionnaire, and
for Form 2, the Capability Questionnaire, are considered separately.
In reporting the responses for each form, the individual items are
organized by the cells in the CIPP versus formative-summative evalua
tion matrix.

The response data for each item in each cell are pro

vided as well as summary statistics for each cell.

Response data are

also given for each category of the CIPP Evaluation Mode.

Finally,

response data are provided for formative and summative evaluation
purpose.

Form 1 Response Data

Form 1, the Importance Questionnaire, asked Wisconsin school
district media directors their perceptions of the importance of 40
evaluation activities and purposes.

The responses were quantified

59
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as follows:
Of minor importance

1

Less than average importance

2

Average importance

3

More than average importance

4

Major importance

5

A total of 137 instruments were returned and included in the
data reported for Form 1.

Responses to the individual items are

tabulated by cell in Table 13.
Items in cell 1 which described formative context evaluation
activities had mean responses ranging from 2.91 to 3.72 and a grand
mean of 3.32.
Items in cell 2 which described formative input evaluation
activities had mean responses ranging from 2.38 to 3.37 and a grand
mean of 2.89.
Items in cell 3 which described formative process evaluation
activities had mean responses ranging from 3.22 to 3.51 and a grand
mean of 3.36.
Items in cell 4 which described formative product evaluation
activities had mean responses ranging from 2.59 to 4.02 and a grand
mean of 3.49.
Items in cell 5 which described summative context evaluation
activities had mean responses ranging from 3.08 to 3.94 and a grand
mean of 3.42.
Items in cell 6 which described summative input evaluation
activities had mean responses ranging from 2.60 to 3.11 and a grand
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Table 13
Form 1 Responses by Cell
Cell 1:
Response
code
Item

8:

1

2

Formative Context Evaluation

3

4

5

Totals

How important is it to collect information about student
study habits— to help decide what kinds of instructional
services should be planned?

n =

14

16

37

52

16

135

% =

10

12

27

39

12

100

Item 26:

18

18

52

38

11

137

% =

13

13

38

28

8

100

6

11

43

48

29 ’

% =

4

8

31

35

21

137

How important is it to collect information about student
values— to adapt the media program to those values?
20

25

46

37

8

136

% -

15

18

34

27

6

100

ri =
%

=

3.61 •

99a

n =

Item 38:

3.04

How important is it to collect information about district
goals and objectives— to develop or modify media program
goals and objectives?

n =

Item 33:

3.30

How important is it to collect information about instruc
tional trends— to help develop a rationale tor the district
media program?

n =

Item 30:

X

2.91

How important is it to collect information about the educa
tional problems of the district— to help formulate goals
and objectives for the district media program?
7

6

35

58

30

136

5

4

26

43

22

100

3.72

Cell 1 grand mean = 3.32
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Table 13— Continued
Cell 2:

Formative Input Evaluation

Response
code
Item

6: How important is it to collect information about strategies
for integrating print and nonprint collections— to use an
.appropriate strategy?

n =

31

20

48

26

9

134

% =

23

15

36

19

7

100

Item

9: How important is it to collect information about new media
formats— to help decide which are most appropriate to con
sider for your media program?

n =

9

9

56

45

16

135

% =

7

7

42

33

12

101a

Item 12:

20

19

43

39

14

135

% =

15

14

32

29

10

100

Item 15:

3.37

How important is it to collect information about alterna
tive ways of distributing materials— to improve the dis
tribution system(s)?

n =

3.06

How important is it to collect information about various
budgeting systems— to select the most appropriate one?

n =

45

30

37

15

10

137

% =

33

22

27

11

7

100

Item

2.72

2.38

36: How important is it to collect information about various
ways of individualizing instruction— to help improve
services to disadvantaged students?

n =

26

13

53

34

11

% =

19

10

39

25

8

137

2.93

101a

Cell 2 grand mean = 2.89
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Table 13— Continued
Cell 3:
Response
code
Item

1

2

Formative Process Evaluation

3

4

5

Totals

X

5:' How important is it to collect information about the pro
cess of developing the budget for the media program— so
the process can be made more effective?

n =

18

14

36

44

25

% =

13

10

26

32

18

Item 13:

137

How important is it to collect information about how media
program activities are actually carried out— to modify pro
cedures if necessary?

n =

11

24

39

44

18

136

% =

8

18

29

32

13

100

Item 22:

7

11

44

56

19

137

% =

5

8

32

41

14

100

3.50

How important is it to collect information about the per
formance of the equipment distribution system— to help
decide on changes to improve the system?

n =

13

19

49

37

19

137

% =

10

14

36

27

14

101a

Item 40:

3.25

How important is it to collect information about the eval
uation process used with your media program— to identify
ways the process can be improved?

n =

Item 27:

3.32

99a

3.22

How important is it to collect information about various
procedures for acquiring materials— to improve the acquisi
tion procedures?

n =

7

14

42

50

24

137

% =

5

10

31

37

18

101a

3.51

Cell 3 grand mean =3.36
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Table 13— Continued
Cell 4:

Formative Product Evaluation

Response
code
Item

3: How important is it to collect information about the over
all impact of the district media program— to improve ser
vices for next year?

n =

3

2

23

69

38

135

% =

2

2

17

51

28

100

4.02

Item 11: How important is it to collect information about teacher
satisfaction with each media center in the district— so
that service at each center can be improved?
n =

10

3

24

54

45

136

% =

7

2

18

40

33

100

Item 19:

How important is it to collect information about the impact
of locally produced instructional materials— so local pro
ductions can be improved?

n =

36

26

39

30

% =

26

19

29

22

Item 28:

3.89

6
4

137

2.59

100

How important is it to collect information about the impact
of the district in individualizing instruction— so this
service can be further developed?

n =

19

25

45

40

8

137

% =

14

18

33

29

6

100

2.95

Item 39: How important is it to collect information about the col
lections of materials— so that their quality can be im
proved?
n =

2

5

27

56

46

136

% =

2

4

20

41

34

101a

4.02

Cell 4 grand mean = 3.49
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Table 13— Continued
Cell 5:
Response
code
Item

1

2

Summative Context Evaluation

3

4

5

Totals

n =

22

10

40

42

18

132

% =

17

8

30

32

14

101a

Item

16

16

54

39

% =

12

12

40

29

10
7

135

3.08

100

7: How important is it to collect information about instruc
tional needs— to justify the district media program?

n =

7

% =

5

Item 14:

5
4

19

64

14

47

42
31

137

3.94

101a

How important is it to collect information about the educa
tional problems of the district— to demonstrate the rele
vance of the media program's goals and objectives?

n =

7

15

38

46

30

136

% =

5

11

28

34

22

100

Item

3.18

2: How important is it to' collect information about community
values— to justify materials obtained for the media col
lections?

n =

Item

X

1: How important is it to collect information about the in
structional needs of the community— to demonstrate that
the media program meets those needs?

3.57

18: How important is it to collect information about instruc
tional trends— to develop a rationale for the instructional
media program?

n =

12

14

43

51

17

% =

9

10

31

37

12

137

3.34

99a

Cell 5 grand mean = 3.42
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Table 13— Continued
Cell 6:

Summative Input Evaluation

Response
code
Item

4:

How important is it to collect information about strategies
for integrating print and nonprint collections— to defend
your approach?

n =

33

27

48

20

9

137

% =

24

20

35

15

7

101a

Item 20:

How important is it to collect information about new media
formats— to recommend those most appropriate for your media
service?

n =

16

15

54

40

11

136

% =

12

11

40

29

8

100

Item 29:

23

23

43

36

12

137

% =

17

17

31

26

9

100

2.93

How important is it to collect information about various
ways of distributing materials— to recommend the most
appropriate method(s) to your supervisor?

n =

21

23

51

31

10

136

% =

15

17

38

23

7

100

Item 37:

3.11

How important is it to collect information about the merit
of various instructional methods for different ability
groups— to help you report on the effectiveness of the
media program in meeting individual student needs?

n =

Item 32:

2.60

2.90

How important is it to collect information about various
evaluation methods to use with your media program— to
recommend the most appropriate method(s) to your supervisor?

n =

17

17

58

32

% =

12

12

42

23

137
99a

Cell 6 grand mean = 2.92
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Table 13— Continued
Cell 7:
Response
code
Item 10:

1

2

Summative Process Evaluation

3

4

5

Totals

How important is it to collect information about how pro
gram activities are actually carried out— to demonstrate
the effectiveness of the procedures?

n =

17

20

58

24

14

133

% =

13

15

44

18

11

101a

Item 16:

7

2

32

62

31

134

% =

5

2

24

46

23

100

20

16

45

38

17

136

% =

15

12

33

28 *

13

101a

3.12
'

How important is it to collect information about the pro
cess of developing the district media budget— so the pro
cess can be demonstrated to be effective?

n =

30

17

43

27

18

135

% =

22

13

32

20

13

100

Item 35:

3.81

How important is it to collect information about the pro
cedures for maintaining equipment— to demonstrate efficient
maintenance of equipment?

n =

Item 34:

2.99

How important is it to collect information about the degree
to which media facilities are being used— to justify their
continued use?

n =

Item 31:

X

2.90

How important is it to collect information about the mate
rials distribution system— to show that materials are
available when needed?
15

13

49

43

17

137

11

10

36

31

12

100

3.25

Cell 7 grand mean = 3.21
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Table 13— Continued
Cell 8:
Response
code
Item 17:

1

2

Summative Product Evaluation

3

4

5

Totals

n =

12

10

37

49

29

137

% =

9

7

27

36

21

100

Item 21:

13

16

40

49

19

137

% =

10

12

29

36

14

101a

10

7

33

62

25

137

% =

7

5

24

45

18

99a

3.62

How important is it to collect information about the impact
of the district media program in individualizing instruc
tion— so this service can be justified?

n =

23

16

50

34

14

137

% =

17

12

37

25

10

101a

Item 25:

3.33

How important is it to collect information about the over
all impact ofthe district media program— to justify the
program's continued support?

n =

Item 24:

3.53

How important is it to collect information about the effects
of district media policies— to defend their continued use?

n =

Item 23:

X

How important is it to collect information about teacher
satisfaction with each media center in the district— to
justify continued support for each center?

3.00

How important is it to collect information about district
media in-service programs— to judge their effectiveness?

n =

25

19

46

35

% =

18

14

34

26

12
9

137

2.93

101a

Cell 8 grand mean =3.28

aRounding error.
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mean of 2.92.
Items in cell 7 which described summative process evaluation
activities had mean responses ranging from 2.90 to 3.81 and a grand
mean of 3.21.
Items in cell 8 which described summative product evaluation
activities had mean responses ranging from 2.93 to 3.62 and a grand
mean of 3.28;

Response data by type of evaluation activity. Using the con
text, input, process, and product (CIPP) framework, cells 1 and 5
were combined to describe context evaluation activities, cells 2 and
6 were combined to describe input evaluation activities, cells 3 and
7 were combined to describe process evaluation activities, and cells
4 and 8 were combined to describe product evaluation activities.
The grand mean of cells 1 and 5 which described context evalua
tion activities was 3.37.

The grand mean of cells 2 and 6 which de

scribed input evaluation activities was 2.91.

The grand mean of

cells 3 and 7 which described process evaluation activities was 3.28.
And the grand mean of Cells 4 and 8 which described product evalua
tion activities was 3.39.

These data are shown in Table 14.

Thus,

the rank order of perceived importance was product evaluation high
est, context evaluation, process evaluation, and input evaluation
lowest.

Response data by evaluation purpose. Using the formative and
summative evaluation framework, cells 1, 2, 3, and 4 were combined
to describe formative evaluation activities, and cells 5, 6, 7, and 8
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were combined to describe summative evaluation activities.

Table 14
Form 1 Mean Responses by Cell, Purpose, and
Type of Evaluation Activity

Context

Input

Formative

3.32

Summative

3.42

Grand means

3.37

Grand
means

Process

Product

2.89

3.36

3.49

3.17

2.92

3.21

3.28

3.21

2.91

3.28

3.39

The grand mean of cells 1 through 4 was 3.27 while the grand
mean of cells 5 through 8 was 3.21 as shown in Table 14.

Thus,

formative evaluation was perceived to be of greater importance than
summative evaluation.

Form 2 Response Data

Form 2, the Capability Questionnaire, asked Wisconsin school
district media directors for perceptions of their capability to per
form the tasks suggested by 40 evaluation activities and purposes.
Responses were quantified as follows:
Little or no ability

1

Close assistance

2

Occasional assistance

3

Little or no assistance

4

High skill and ability

5

A total of 109 instruments were returned and included in the
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data reported for Form 2.

Responses to the individual items are

tabulated by cell in Table 15.
Items in cell 1 which described formative context evaluation
activities had mean responses ranging from 3.18 to 3.37 and a grand
mean of 3.28.
Items in cell 2 which described formative input evaluation
activities had mean responses ranging from 2.80 to 3.51 and a grand
mean of 3.30.
Items in cell 3 which described formative process evaluation
activities had mean responses ranging from 3.26 to 3.82 and a grand
mean of 3.56.
Items in cell 4 which described formative product evaluation
activities had mean responses ranging from 2.85 to 3.77 and a grand
mean of 3.29.
Items in cell 5 which described summative context evaluation
activities had mean responses ranging from 2.98 to 3.7-3 and a grand
mean of 3.39.
Items in cell 6 which described summative input evaluation
activities had mean responses ranging from 2.83 to 3.68 and a grand
mean of 3.34.
Items in cell 7 which described summative process evaluation
activities had mean responses ranging from 3.18 to 3.99 and a grand
mean of 3.50.
Items in cell 8 which described summative product evaluation
activities had mean responses ranging from 2.81 to 3.58 and a grand
mean of 3.33.
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Table 15
Form 2 Responses by Cell
Cell 1:
Response
code
Item

8:

1

2

Formative Context Evaluation

3

4

5

Totals

How capable are you of collecting information about student
study habits— to help decide what kinds of instructional
services should be planned?

n =

6

15

37

39

12

109

% =

6

14

34

36

11

101a

Item 26:

10

20

26

42

11

109

% =

9

18

24

39

10

100

9

12

33

40

15

109

% =

8

11

30

37

14

100

3.37

How capable are you of collecting information about student
values— to adapt the media program to those values?

n =

7

19

34

40

9

% =

6

17

31

37

8

Item 38:

3.22

How capable are you of- collecting information about dis
trict media goals and objectives— to develop or modify
media program goals and objectives?

n =

Item 33:

3.33

How capable are you of collecting information about in
structional trends— to develop a rationale for the district
media program?

a-

Item 30:

X

109

3.23

99a

How capable are you of collecting information about the
educational problems of the district— to help formulate
goals and objectives for the district media program?

n =

5

17

46

34

6

108

% =

5

16

43

31

6

101a

3.18

Cell 1 grand mean = 3.28
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Table 15— Continued
Cell 2:
Response
code
Item

6:

1

2

Formative Input Evaluation

3

4

Totals

5

n =

6

12

26

43

17

104

% =

6

12

25

41

16

100

Item

9:

6

16

33

37

17

109

% =

6

15

30

34

16

101a

n =
% =
Item 15:

3.39

How capable are you of collecting information about alter
native ways of distributing materials— to improve the dis
tribution system(s)?
7
6

14
13

35

41

32

38

11
10

108

3.32

99a

How capable are you of collecting information about various
budgeting systems— to select the most appropriate one?

n =

16

19

28

35

10

108

% =

15

18

26

32

9

100

Item 36:

3.51

How capable are you of collecting information about new
media formats— to help decide which are most appropriate
to consider for your media program.

n =

Item 12:

X

How capable are you of collecting information about strat
egies for integrating print and nonprint collections— to
use an appropriate strategy?

3.04

How capable are you of collecting information about various
methods of individualizing instruction— to help improve
services to disadvantaged students?
13

31

34

25

5

108

12

29

31

23

5

100

2.80

Cell 2 grand mean = 3.30
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Table 15— Continued
Cell 3:
Response
code
Item

5:

1

2

Formative Process Evaluation

3 - 4

5

Totals

n =

6

16

25

28

33

108

% =

6

15

23

26

31

101a

Item 13:

2

11

34

47

15

109

% =

2

10

31

43

14

100

5

18

35

33

16

107

% =

5

17

33

31

15

101a

3.35

How capable are you of collecting information about the
performance of the equipment distribution systems— to help
decide on changes to improve the system?

n =

14

15

27

35

18

109

% =

13

14

25

32

17

101a

Item 40:

3.57

How capable are you of collecting information about the
evaluation process used with your media program— to iden
tify ways the process can be improved?

n =

Item 27:

3.61

How capable are you of collecting information about how
media program activities are actually carried out— to
modify procedures if necessary?

a-

Item 22:

X

How capable are you of collecting information about the
process of developing the budget for the media program—
so the process can be made more efficient?

3.26

How capable are you of collecting information about various
procedures for acquiring materials— to improve the acquisi
tion procedures.

n=

3

5

22

56

22

% =

3

5

20

52

20

108

3.82

100

Cell 3 grand mean = 3.56
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Table 15— Continued
Cell 4:
Response
code
Item

1

2

Formative Product Evaluation

3

4

5

Totals

X

3: 'How capable are you of collecting information about the
overall impact of the district media program— to improve
services for next year?

n =

5

13

35

37

18

108

% =

5

12

32

34

17

100

Item 11:

How capable are you of collecting information about teacher
satisfaction with each media center in the district— so
that service at each center can be improved?

n =

3

15

28

43

19

108

% =

3

14

26

40

18

101a

Item 19:

27

19

38

17

7

108

% =

25

18

35

16

6

100

2.61

How capable are you of collecting information about the
impact of the district media program in individualizing
instruction— so this service can be further developed?

n =

18

21

36

27

7

109

% =

17

19

33

25

6

100

Item 39:

3.56

How capable are you of collecting information about the
impact of locally produced instructional materials— so
local productions can be improved?

n =

Item 28:

3.46

2.85

How capable are you of collecting information about the
collections of materials— so that their quality can be
improved?

n =

3

5

27

52

21

108

% =

3

5

25

48

19

100

3.77

Cell 4 grand mean =3.29
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Table 15— Continued
Cell 5:
Response
code
Item

1

2

Summative Context Evaluation

3

4

5

Totals

1: How capable are you of collecting information about the
instructional needs of the community— to demonstrate that
the media program meets those needs?

n =

15

17

38

33

6

109

% =

14

16

35

30

6

101a

Item

2.98

2: How capable are you of collecting information about commu
nity values— to justify materials obtained for the media
collections ?

n =

7

18

27

37

20

109

% =

6

17

25

34

18

100

Item

X

3.41

7: How capable are you of collecting information about in
structional needs— to justify the district media program?

n =

2

7

32

45

23

% =

2

6

29

41

21

Item 14:

.109

How capable are you of collecting information about the
educational problems of the district— to demonstrate the
relevance of the media program’s goals and objectives?

n =

5

16

36

36

16

109

% =

5

15

33

33

15

101a

Item 18:

3.73

99a

3.39

How capable are you of collecting information about in
structional trends— to help defend a rationale for the
instructional media program?

n =

6

13

32

41

17

109

%

6

12

29

38

16

101a

3.46

Cell 5 grand mean =3.39
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Table 15— Continued
Summative Input Evaluation
Response
code
Item

4:

How capable are you of collecting information about strat
egies for integrating print and nonprint collections— to
defend your approach?

n =

7

6

25

47

23

108

% =

6

6

23

44

21

100

Item 20:

How capable are you of collecting information about new
media formats— to recommend those most appropriate for
your media services?

n =

3

20

48

25

12

108

% =

3

19

44

23

11

100

Item 29:

14

29

34

26

6

109

% =

13

27

31

24

6

101a

2.83

How capable are you of collecting information about various
ways of distributing materials— to recommend the most
appropriate method(s) to your supervisor?

n =

4

9

34

41

20

108

% =

4

8

31

38

19

100

Item 37:

3.21

How capable are you of collecting information about the
merit of various instructional methods for different abil
ity groups— to help you report the effectiveness of the
media program in meeting individual student needs?

n =

Item 32:

3.68

3.59

How capable are you of collecting information about various
evaluation methods to use with your media program— to
recommend the most appropriate method(s) to your super
visor?

n =

7

17

45

30

8

107

% =

7

16

42

28

7

100

3.14

Cell 6 grand mean = 3.34
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Table 15— Continued
Cell 7:
Response
code
Item 10:

n =
%
Item 16:

1

2

Summative Process Evaluation

3

4

5

Totals

How capable are you of collecting information about how
program activities are carried out— to demonstrate the
effectiveness of the procedures?
4
4

17
16

44

35

40

32

9
8

109

How capable are you of collecting information about the
degree to which media facilities are being used— to justify
their continued use?
3

3

20

49

34

109

% =

3

3

18

45

31

100

14

18

27

34

16

109

% =

13

17

25

31

15

101a

3.18

How capable are you of collecting information about the
process of developing the district media budget— so the
process can be demonstrated to be effective?

n =

12

17

22

37

21

109

% =

11

16

20

34

19

100

Item 35:

3.99

How capable are you of collecting information about the
procedures for maintaining equipment— to demonstrate
efficient maintenance of equipment?

n =

Item 34:

3.26

100

n =

Item 31:

X

3.35

How capable are you of collecting information about the
materials distribution system— to show that materials are
available when needed?

n =

5

11

18

49

26

109

% =

5

10

17

45

24

101a

3.73

Cell 7 grand mean = 3.50
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Table 15— Continued
Cell 8: Summative Product Evaluation
Response
code
Item 17:

1

2

3

4

5

Totals

How capable are you of collecting information about teacher
satisfaction with each media center in the district— to
justify continued support for each center?

n =

5

10

34

40

19

108

% =

5

9

31

37

18

100

Item 21:

6

9

29

44

20

108

% =

6

8

27

41

19

101a

n =

Item 24:

n =
%

9

7
6

33

46

30

42 * 13

14

109

3.45

99a

How capable are you of collecting information about the
impact of the district media program in individualizing
instruction— so this service can be justified?
15
14

Item 25:

3.58

How capable are you of collecting information about the
overall impact of the district media program— to justify
the program's continued support?

8

%

3.54

How capable are you of collecting information about the
effects of the district media policies— to defend their
continued use?

n =

Item 23:

X

17
16

36

35

34

33

4
4

107

2.96

101a

How capable are you of collecting information about district
media in-service programs— to judge their effectiveness?

n =

19

20

34

30

4

107

% =

18

19

32

28

4

101a

2.81

Cell 8 grand mean = 3.33
aRounding error.
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Response data by type of evaluation activity. Using the con
text, input, process, and product (CIPP) framework, cells 1 and 5
were combined to describe context evaluation activities, cells 2 and
6 were combined to describe input evaluation activities, cells 3 and
7 were combined to describe process evaluation activities, and cells
4 and 8 were combined to describe product evaluation activities.
The grand mean of cells 1 and 5 which described the capabilities
of Wisconsin school district media directors to do context evaluation
was 3.34.

The grand mean of cells 2 and 6 which described input

evaluation activities was 3.32.

The grand mean of cells 3 and 7

which described process evaluation activities was 3.53, and the grand
mean of cells 4 and 8 which described product evaluation activities
was 3.31.

These data are shown in Table 16.

Thus, it appeared that

Wisconsin school district media directors perceived themselves most
capable of performing process evaluation and least capable of per
forming product evaluation.

Table 16
Form 2 Mean Responses by Cell, Purpose, and
Type of Evaluation Activity

Input

Formative

3.28

3.28

3.56

3.29

3.36

Summative

3.39

3.34

3.50

3.33

3.39

Grand means

3.34

3.32

3.53

3.31

Process

Product

Grand
means

Context
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Response data by evaluation purpose. Using the framework of
formative and summative evaluation, cells 1, 2, 3, and 4 were com
bined to describe activities done for a formative evaluation purpose,
and cells 5, 6, 7, and 8 were combined to describe summative evalua
tion purpose.
The grand mean of cells 1 through 4 was 3.36 while the grand
mean of cells 5 through 8 was 3.39 (see Table 16).

Thus, it appeared

that the school district media directors perceived themselves to be
more capable of performing summative evaluation than they were of
performing formative evaluation activities.

Hypotheses Testing

The testing of the hypotheses is presented in two sections.

The

first section relates to the perceptions of Wisconsin public school
district media directors regarding the importance of various evalua
tion activities.

The second section relates to the perceived capa

bility of the school district media directors to perform the same
evaluation activities.

Within each section, the hypotheses being

tested are stated, the process of testing the hypotheses is stated,
and the conclusions drawn.

Secondary analysis of the data corres

ponding to each hypothesis is also presented.
All statistical analysis was done by the Academic Computer Cen
ter at Western Michigan University using the Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences (SPSS, 1978, 1980).
at a .05 level of significance.

All hypotheses were tested

All usable responses were used in

the analysis of Hypotheses 1, 2, 5, and 6. The responses from those
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district media directors who could not be classified by degree and
certification were eliminated from the analysis for Hypotheses 3, 4,
7, and 8.

Set 1: Hypotheses Regarding the Perceived
Importance of Obtaining Evaluation Information

Hypothesis 1. Context, input, process, and product evaluation
are perceived to be of unequal importance in the performance of the
media director's job.

The following statistical and null hypotheses

were formulated to test this hypothesis:
H i:

pC ^ pi ^ pPr + pPd

H : pC = pi = pPr = pPd
0

Data from all Form 1 respondents were used in the analysis.
Means of 3.37, 2.91, 3.28, and 3.39 were found respectively for con
text, input, process, and product aspects of the CIPP Evaluation
Model.

These relationships are plotted in Figure 6.
3.4
3.3
3.2

§
2

3.1
3.0
2.9

Context

Input

Process

Product

Figure 6
Form 1 Mean Responses by CIPP Category
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Since the testing of this hypothesis involved comparing the per
ceived importance of all respondents on the four categories of the
CIPP Evaluation Model, responses in the various categories required
treatment as paired data.

Therefore, the _t test for dependent sam

ples was the appropriate statistical test (Glass & Stanley, 1970,
p. 297).
As shown in Table 17, context evaluation activities were of
higher importance than input and process activities and equally as
important as product evaluation activities.

Input evaluation emerged

as less important than all other types of evaluation activity.

Pro

cess evaluation activities were found to be of greater importance
than input evaluation, but of lower importance than context and pro
duct evaluation activities.

Finally, product evaluation activities

emerged as more important than input and process evaluation and of
equal importance as context evaluation activities.

Thus, context and

product evaluation activities were equally the most important types
of evaluation activity, process evaluation was significantly less im
portant than context and product evaluation, and input evaluation was
the least important evaluation activity as identified by the CIPP
Evaluation Model.
Therefore, there appears to be evidence to reject the. null
hypothesis that the mean of responses for all four of the evaluation
categories in the CIPP Evaluation Model are equal.

Hypothesis 2 . District media directors perceive formative and
summative evaluation to be of unequal importance in the performance
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Table 17
Form 1 _t Test on CIPP Category

Evaluation
category

Mean

Standard
deviation

Context

3.37

.672

Input

2.91

.715

Degrees of
freedom

136

Context

3.37

.672

Process

3.28

.682

Context

3.37

.672

Product

3.39

.704

•

t_ value

10.30*

136

Input

2.91

.715

Process

3.28

.682

Input

2.91

.715

Product

3.39

.704

Process

3.28

.682

Product

3.38

.704

1.84*

136

-

.37

136

- 9.58*

136

-11.03*

136

- 2.45*

*2_ < -05 level.
of their jobs.

The following statistical and null hypotheses were

formulated to test this hypothesis:
H2: y Formative evaluation 4- y Summative evaluation
Hq:

y Formative evaluation = y Summative evaluation

Means of 3.27 and 3.21 were obtained from questionnaire items
relating to formative and summative evaluation activities,
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respectively.

These relationships are plotted in Figure 7.

3.4
3.3
3.2
3.1

Figure 7
Form 1 Mean Responses by Evaluation Purpose

Information from all Form 1 respondents was used in the data
analysis.

Since comparisons were being made of categories of evalua

tion activity as perceived by all respondents, the t_ test was the
appropriate statistical procedure.

As shown in Table 18, formative

evaluation was found to be significantly more important to school
district media directors than was summative evaluation.

The differ

ence was significant at the .05 level.

Table 18
Form 1 _t Test on Evaluation Purpose

Evaluation
purpose

Mean

Standard
deviation

Formative

3.27

.628

Summative

3.21

.667

Degrees of
freedom

136

t_ value

1.38*
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Thus, the null hypothesis can be rejected.

There appears to be

reason to believe that the formative evaluation activities were con
sidered more important to Wisconsin school district media directors
than were summative evaluation activities.
Additional analysis was performed to compare formative with sum
mative context, formative with summative input, formative with summa
tive process, and formative with summative product evaluation activ
ities.

Since the comparison was between paired means, the t_ test for

dependent means was the appropriate method.
It may be noted that formative and summative evaluation were of
equal importance in both context and input evaluation activities, but
that formative purpose was significantly more important than summa
tive purpose for both process and product evaluation activities.
These relationships are plotted in Figure 8 and shown in Table 19.

3-5
Formative
3.4
3 •3

Formative

Summative

3.2
a

3.1
3.0
2.9
2.8
Context

Input

Process

Product

Figure 8
Form 1 Evaluation Importance by Cell
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Table 19
Form 1 t_ Test by Cell

Cell

Mean

Deviation

1
(Formative
context)

3.32

.723

5
(Summative
context)

3.42

.773

2
(Formative
input)

2.89

.793

6
(Summative
input)

2.92

.734

3
(Formative
process)

3.36

.728

7
(Summative
process)

3.21

.783

4
(Formative
product)

3.49

.661

8
(Summative
product)

3.28

.848

Degrees of
freedom

_t value

136

-1.71

136

- .57

136

2.79*

136

4.21*

*2. < .05.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Hypothesis 3 . Directors with higher academic degrees perceive
evaluation to be more important than do directors with lower degrees.
The following statistical and null hypotheses were formulated to test
this hypothesis:
H 3: v Master's degree > p Bachelor's degree
H0: U Master's degree <_ p Bachelor's degree
Information from only those Form 1 respondents who could be
identified by degree was used in the data analysis.

Since the cate

gories of respondents were independent, analysis of variance was the
appropriate statistical procedure.
Means of 3.12 and 3.35 for bachelor's degree and master's degree
directors, respectively, were obtained from items on the survey in
strument.

The relationship of the mean responses is plotted in

Figure 9 and shown in Table 20.

3.4
3.3
S
s

3-2
3.1
3.0

Figure 9
Form 1 Mean Responses by Degree

As shown in Table 20, directors with the master's degree per
ceived evaluation activities to be significantly more important than
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did directors with the bachelor's degree.

Thus, the null hypothesis

can be rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Table 20
Form 1 Analysis of Variance on Bachelor's
Degree and Master's Degree

Degrees of
freedom

Sum of
squares

Mean
squares

F-ratio

1

1.5754

1.5754

4.073*

Within groups

120

46.4153

.3868

Total

121

47.9907

Source
Between groups

*£ < .05.

Further examination of the data indicated that directors with
master's degrees considered all categories of the CIPP Evaluation
Model to be more important than did the directors with bachelor's
degrees.

Mean responses from bachelor's degree directors were 3.25,

2.81, 3.16, and 3.27 for context, input, process, and product evalua
tion, respectively.

This compares with mean responses of 3.48, 3.03,

3.41, and 3.48 from directors with master's degrees.

These relation

ships are plotted in Figure 10.
An analysis of variance was performed to identify the degree of
difference between the responses of the directors with bachelor's
degrees and those with master's degrees.

Table 21 shows no statisti

cal difference between the two degree categories for context, input,
and product evaluation activities, but a difference, significant at
the .05 level, was found for process evaluation activity.

School
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media directors with master’s degrees perceived process evaluation
to be significantly more important than did directors with bachelor's
degrees.
2 ^

Master's
Degree v

3.4
3.3
3.2

Bachelor's
Degree \
\

3.1
.0
2.9
,8
2.7
Context

Input

Process

Product

Type of Evaluation

Figure 10
Form 1 Mean Responses by Degree and CIPP Category

In addition to the difference between the perceptions of the
directors in the two degree categories regarding the importance of
evaluation activities suggested by the CIPP Evaluation Model, Wiscon
sin district media directors with different degrees also perceived
the importance of formative and summative evaluation purpose differ
ently.
Directors with master's degrees considered formative evaluation
purpose to be significantly more important than did persons with the
bachelor's degree.

Bachelor's degree media directors indicated a
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Table 21
Form 1 Analysis of Variance on
Degree and CIPP Category

Source

Degrees of
freedom

Sum of
squares

Mean
squares

F-ratio

3.476

Context Evaluation
Between

1

1.6259

1.6259

Within

120

56.1286

.4677

Total

121

57.7545
Input Evaluation

1

1.4419

1.4419

Within

Between

120

62.5686

.5214

Total

121

2.765

64.0105
Process Evaluation

Between

1

1.8576

1.8576

Within

120

52.6528

.4388

Total

121

54.5104

4.234**

Product Evaluation
Between

1

1.3963

1.3963

Within

120

60.1386

.5012

Total

121

61.5349

2.786

*£ < .05.
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mean response of 3.15 for items relating to formative evaluation and
a mean response of 3.09 for items relating to summative evaluation.
Media directors with master’s degrees, however, indicated a mean
response of 3.39 for formative evaluation items and a mean response
of 3.30 for items relating to summative evaluation.

The relationship

between mean responses, evaluation purpose, and degree is plotted in
Figure 11.

3.5
3.4

g 3*3
<U

s

3.2
3.1

Formative

Summative

Evaluation Purpose

Figure 11
Form 1 Mean Responses by Degree and Evaluation Purpose

•

Analysis of variance was used to determine the significance of
the difference in mean responses to questionnaire items relating to
evaluation purpose from directors with master's degrees and those
with bachelor's degrees.

The results of the analysis of variance,

shown in Table 22, indicate that directors with master's degrees per
ceived formative evaluation purpose to be significantly more impor
tant than did directors with bachelor's degrees.

However, directors

with master's degrees perceived the importance of summative
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evaluation no differently than did directors with bachelor's degrees.

Table 22
Form 1 Analysis of Variance on Degree
and Evaluation Purpose

Source

Sum of
squares

Degrees of
freedom

Mean
squares

F-ratio

4.705*

Formative Evaluation
Between

1

1.8532

1.8532

Within

120

47.2601

.3938

Total

121

49.1133
Summative Evaluation

Between

1

1.3201

1.3201

Within

120

54.4537

.4538

Total

121

55.7738

2.909

*£ < .05.

The null hypothesis— that the mean response of directors with
master's degrees equals the mean response of directors with bache
lor's degrees— is rejected.

The substantive hypothesis— directors

with higher academic degrees perceive evaluation to be more important
than do directors with lower degrees— is accepted.

In addition,

directors with the higher degree also perceived a greater importance
for process evaluation activity than did directors with the lower
degree.

Finally, the same relationship of higher perception of im

portance on the part of school media directors with master’s degrees
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was maintained in relation to formative, but not summative evaluation
purpose.

Directors with the master’s degree perceived formative

evaluation to be of greater importance than did the directors with
bachelor's degrees.

Hypothesis 4 . Directors with high levels of certification per
ceive evaluation to be more important than do those with low levels
of certification.

The following statistical and null hypotheses were

formulated to test this hypothesis:
Hi*:

p

Library and Audiovisual > p

Library > pAudiovisual

H0: p

Library and Audiovisual <. p

Library <. pAudiovisual

Information from only those Form 1 respondents who could be
identified by certification was used in the data analysis.
Mean responses of 3.10, 3.20, and 3.58 were obtained from per
sons in the categories of both library and audiovisual certification,
library only certification, and audiovisual only certification.
Analysis of variance was used to test the null hypothesis.

The

analysis indicated a significant difference between directors in the
three certification categories (see Table 23).

Post hoc analysis

using the Least Square Difference (LSD) procedure showed that the
directors with audiovisual certification only perceived evaluation
activities to

be significantly more important than did those with the

other categories

of certification (see Table

24).

Thus,the null

hypothesis must be accepted at the .05 level of significance.
Analysis of the relationship between mean responses of each
certification category and the types of evaluation activity suggested
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Table 23
Form 1 Analysis of Variance on Library, Library
and Audiovisual, and Audiovisual

Sum of
squares

Mean
squares

F-ratio

2

2.7627

1.3814

3.3814*

Within

119

45.2279

.3801

Total

121

47.9906

Source

Degrees of
freedom

Between

'

*E < .05.
Table 24
Form 1 Post Hoc Analysis on Certification Category

Category

Mean

Library and audiovisual

3.2183

Library only

3.3672

Audiovisual only

3.6125*

*Indicates a significant difference at the .05 level between
directors with audiovisual certification and those with the other
types of certification (using the LSD procedure).

by the CIPP evaluation also revealed differences between the certifi
cation categories.

As shown in Table 25, input and process evalua

tion activities both show a significant difference in the responses
made by directors in the three certification categories.
Post hoc analysis using the LSD procedure showed that in the two
aspects of the CIPP Model where a significant difference was noted,
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Table 25
Form 1 Analysis of Variance on Certification
and CIPP Category

Source

Degrees of
freedom.

Sum of
squares

Mean
squares

F-ratio

Context
2

1.8970

.9485

Within

119

55.8576

.4694

Total

121

57.7546

Between

2.021

Input
Between

2

4.3843

Within

119

59.6262

Total

121

64.0105

2.1922

4.375*

.5011 '

Process
2

2.8820

1.4410

Within

119

51.6284

.4339

Total

121

54.5104

2

2.3905

1.1953

Within

119

59.1444

.4970

Total

121

61.5349

Between

3.321*

Product
Between

2.405

*£ < .05

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

the difference came because of a higher response from directors in
the audiovisual certification only category.

As is shown in Table

26, in the areas of input and process evaluation, persons with the
audiovisual certification only indicated significantly higher re
sponses than did either directors with both library and audiovisual
certifications and those with library certification only.

In the

area of product evaluation activity, directors with audiovisual
certification only indicated responses which are significantly higher
than those directors with both library and audiovisual certifica
tions.

These relationships are plotted in Figure 12.
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Audiovisual
Certification
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3.5
3.4

Library
Certification

3.3
Library and
3.2
Certification'
3.1
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2.7
Context

Input

Process

Product

Evaluation Type
Figure 12
Form 1 Mean Responses by Certification and CIPP Categories
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Table 26
Form 1 Post Hoc Analysis on Certification
and CIPP Category

Category

Mean
Context

Library

3.37

Library and Audiovisual

3.22

Audiovisual

3.61
Input

Library

2.86

Library and Audiovisual

2.78

Audiovisual

3.38*
Process

Library

3.24

Library and Audiovisual

3.15

Audiovisual

3.64*
Product

Library

3.33

Library and Audiovisual

3.26

Audiovisual

3.71**

*Indicates significant difference at £ < .05 between directors
with audiovisual certification and those with other types of certifi
cation (using the LSD procedure).
**Indicates significant difference at £ < .05 between directors
with audiovisual certification and those with both library and audio
visual certifications (using the LSD procedure).
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A significant difference was also found between the certifica
tion categories and the formative and summative purposes for evalua
tion.

Analysis of variance revealed a difference, significant at the

.05 level, between the certification categories and the perceptions
of the importance of formative and summative evaluation (see Table
27).
Table 27
Form 1 Analysis of Variance on Certification
Category and Evaluation Purpose

Source

Degrees of
freedom

Sum of
squares

Mean
squares

F-ratio

3.091*

Formative Evaluation
2

2.4253

1.2126

Within

119

46.6880

.3923

Total

121

49.1133

Between

Summative Evaluation
2

3.2419

1.6210

Within

119

52.5318

.4414

Total

121

55.7737

Between

3.672*

*£ < .05.

Post hoc analysis using the LSD procedure indicated that direc
tors with audiovisual certification perceived both evaluation pur
poses to be of greater importance than did those in the other cate
gories of certification (see Table 28).

These relationships are

plotted in Figure 13.
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Table 28
Form 1 Post Hoc Analysis on Certification
Category and Evaluation Purpose

Category

Mean

Formative Evaluation
Library

3.22

Library and Audiovisual

3.17

Audiovisual

3.61*
Summative Evaluation

Library

3.19

Library and Audiovisual

3.04

Audiovisual

3.56*

*Indicates significant difference at £ < .05 between directors
with audiovisual certification and those with other types of certifi
cation (using the LSD procedure).

The null hypothesis— that the mean responses of directors with
library and audiovisual certification are equal to or less than the
mean responses of directors with library only certification which
were equal to or less than the mean responses of directors with
audiovisual only certification— must be accepted at the .05 level of
significance.

The substantive hypothesis— district media directors

with high levels of certification perceive evaluation to be more im
portant than those with low levels of certification— cannot be
accepted.

The data show the opposite.

Analysis of the data revealed

that directors with the audiovisual certification only, the lowest
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level of certification, perceived the importance of evaluation to be
higher than did directors with the other categories of certification.
This relationship was maintained regardless of type of evaluation
suggested by the CIPP Evaluation Model or by evaluation purpose.

3.7

Audiovisual
Certification

3.6
3.5
3.4
3.3

Library
Certification

3.2
3.1

Library and
Audiovisual
Certificatiou

3.0
2.9
Formative

Summative

Evaluation Purpose

Figure 13
Form 1 Mean Responses by Certification
Category and Evaluation Purpose

Summary:

Set 1 hypotheses. Wisconsin district media directors

did perceive differences in the importance of the evaluation activ
ities suggested by both the CIPP Evaluation Model and the evaluation
purposes suggested by formative and summative evaluation.
null hypotheses 1 and 2 may be rejected.
differences according to academic degree.
be rejected.

Thus, the

Directors also perceived
Thus null hypothesis 3 can

Perceptions of the importance of evaluation activities
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by certification level were found to be different, but in the inverse
order of the substantive hypothesis.

Therefore, null hypothesis 4

cannot be rejected.

Set 2; Hypotheses Regarding the Perceived
Capability to Obtain Evaluation Information

Hypothesis 5. Directors do not perceive themselves equally
capable of doing context, input, process, and product evaluation.
The following statistical and null hypotheses were formulated to
test this hypothesis:
H5: pC ^ pi

pPr 4 pPd

H q : pC = pi = pPr = pPd
Data from all Form 2 respondents were used in the analysis.

Re

sponse means of 3.30, 3.25, 3.51, and 3.26 were found respectively
for context, input, process, and product aspects of the CIPP Evalua
tion Model.

These relationships are plotted in Figure 14.
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Figure 14
Form 2. Mean Responses by CIPP Category
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Since the characteristics of the data gathered to test hypothe
sis 5 parallel those of the data to test hypothesis 1— that the re
sponses in the various categories of the CIPP Evaluation Model re
quired treatment as paired data— comparisons using the t_ test were
appropriate (Glass & Stanley, 1970, p. 297).
As shown in Table 29, the _t tests reveal that the mean of the
responses for process evaluation was significantly higher than the
means for context, input, and product evaluation activities.

Context

evaluation activity was shown to be significantly higher than input
evaluation activity, and no difference was found in any other com
parison.
Thus, there
that the mean

appears to be evidenceto reject the null hypothesis

of responses for the four evaluation categories sug

gested by the CIPP Model are equal.

Wisconsin school district media

directors perceived themselves more capable of performing process
evaluation than the other evaluation activities.

Hypothesis 6. Directors do not perceive themselves equally
capable of doing formative and summative evaluation.

The following

statistical and null hypotheses were formulated to test this hypothe
sis:
Hg: p Formative evaluation £ p Summative evaluation
H0: p Formative evaluation = p Summative evaluation
Data from all respondents were used in the analysis.

Means of

3.31 and 3.36 were obtained for items relating to the capability to
perform formative and summative evaluation activities, respectively.
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Table 29
Form 2 t_ Test on CIPP Category

Evaluation
category

Mean

Standard
deviation

Context

3.33

.722

Input

3.25

.703

Context

3.33

.722

Process

3.51

.761

Context

3.33

.722

Product

3.26

.761

Input

3.25

.703

Process

3.51

.727

Input

3.25

.703

Product

3.26

.761

Process

3.51

.727

Product

3.26

.761

Degrees of
freedom

t value

108

1.88*

108

-3.45*

108

1.53

108

-6.75*

108

- .28

108

5.53*

*£ < .05.

This relationship is plotted in Figure 15.

A _t test was performed to

describe the degree of difference between the response for each eval
uation purpose.

As shown in Table 30, media directors perceived

themselves to be more capable of doing summative evaluation than
formative evaluation.

Thus, the null hypothesis can be rejected.

There appears to be reason to believe that Wisconsin school dis
trict media directors considered themselves more capable of performing
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summative evaluation than formative evaluation.

3.4
3.3
3.2
Formative

Summative

Evaluation Purpose

Figure 15
Form 2 Mean Responses by Evaluation Purpose

Table 30
Form 2 t_Test on Evaluation Purpose

Evaluation
purpose

Mean

Standard
deviation

Formative

3.31

.684

Summative

3.36

.680

Degrees of
freedom

t_ value

108

-2.03*

*£_ < .05.

Additional analysis was performed to compare formative with
summative context, formative with summative input, formative with
summative process, and formative with summative product evaluation
activities.

Since the comparisons were between paired means, the _t

test for dependent means was the appropriate method.

It may be

noted that formative and summative evaluation were considered equal
for input, process, and product evaluation.

School district media

directors perceived themselves more capable of performing summative
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context evaluation than they were of performing formative context
evaluation.

These relationships are plotted in Figure 16 and shown

in Table 31.
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Figure 16
Form 2 Evaluation Capability by Cell

Hypothesis 7. Directors with higher academic degrees perceive
themselves to be more capable of doing evaluation than do directors
with lower degrees.

The following statistical and null hypotheses

were formulated to test this hypothesis:
H7:

y Master's degree > y Bachelor's degree

H0:

y Master's degree <. y Bachelor’s degree

Data from only those Form 2 respondents who couldbeidentified
by degree were used in the analysis. Means of 3.36 and3.31

for

bachelor's degree and master's degree media directors, respectively,
were obtained from items on the survey instrument.

One-way analysis

of variance was used to test the degree of difference between the
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Table 31
Form 2 t Test by Cell

Mean

Deviation

3.27

.767

3.40 .

.785

3.21

.759

3.28

.734

3.51

.754

3.50

.786

3.24

.776

3.27

.823

Degrees of
freedom

t_ value

108

-2.38*

108

-1.56

108

.24

108

- .56
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mean responses.

As shown in Table 32, there appears to be no differ

ence between the two categories of academic training.
hypothesis cannot be rejected.

Thus, the null

There appears to be no difference

between the perceived capability to perform program evaluation be
tween directors with master's degrees and those with bachelor's de
grees .

Table 32
Form 2 Analysis of Variance on Bachelor's
Degree and Master's Degree

Degrees of
freedom

Source

Sum of
squares

Mean
squares

F-ratio
.115

1

.0518

.0518

Within

87

39.1687

.4502

Total

88

39.2205

Between

Further analysis of the data revealed no significant difference
between directors by degree for the types of evaluation suggested by
the CIPP Evaluation Model nor for formative-summative evaluation pur
pose.

Hypothesis 8. Directors with high levels of certification per
ceive themselves to be more capable of doing evaluation than direc
tors with low levels of certification.

The following statistical

and null hypotheses were formulated to test this hypothesis:
Hg:

p Library and audiovisual > p Library > p Audiovisual

Hq: p Library and audiovisual <. p Library <. p Audiovisual
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Data from only those Form 2 respondents who could be identified
by certification were used in the analysis.

Mean responses of 3.46

3.27, and 3.12 were obtained from persons in the categories of both
library and audiovisual certification, library only certification,
and audiovisual only certification, respectively.
ance was used to test the null hypothesis.

Analysis of vari

The analysis, as shown

in Table 33, indicated no significant difference among the degree
categories.

Table 33
Form 2 Analysis of Variance on Library, Library
and Audiovisual, and Audiovisual
Certification Categories

Source

Degrees of
freedom

Sum of
squares

Mean
squares

F-ratio
1.170

2

1.0388

.5914

Within

86

38.1817

.4440

Total

88

39.2205

Between

Further analysis of the data revealed no significant difference
between directors by certification category for the types of evalua
tion suggested by the CIPP Evaluation Model nor for formativesummative evaluation purpose.
Thus, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected.

There appears to

be no difference between directors by certification category in their
perceived capability to do program evaluation.
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Summary:

Set 2 hypotheses. Wisconsin district media directors

do perceive differences in their capability to perform the evaluation
activities suggested by the CIPP Evaluation Model and for the pur
poses of formative and summative evaluation.
ses 5 and 6 may be rejected.

Thus, the null hypothe

There appears to be no difference be

tween capability to do program evaluation by.either academic degree
nor by certification category, however.

Thus, the null hypotheses

7 and 8 cannot be rejected.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Six objectives guided the development of this study.

They were

to identify:
1 . the types of evaluation activity considered to be important
by Wisconsin school district media directors,
2.

the evaluation purposes considered to be important by Wis

consin school district media directors,
3.

theimpact of training on

4.

thetypes of evaluation which Wisconsin school district

the perceptions of importance,

media directors consider themselves capable of performing,
5.

the evaluation purpose which school media directors perceive

themselves capable of performing, and
6.

theimpact of training on

the perceptions of capability.

The overall goal of the study was to gather information useful
to improve the training in program evaluation received by Wisconsin
school media personnel.
A theoretical framework was developed by merging the CIPP Eval
uation Model (Stufflebeam et al., 1971) with the concepts of forma
tive and summative evaluation purpose (Scriven, 1967).

Since the

CIPP Evaluation Model distinguishes types of evaluation activity,
information could be gathered which identified both the type and
purpose Of the evaluation activities considered important by school
district media directors and their perceived capability to carry out
111
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those activities.
Parallel instruments were developed and distributed to the
population of school district instructional media directors.

One of

the parallel instruments, distributed to half of the population, re
lated to the perceptions of. the importance of various evaluation
activities while the other instrument, distributed to the remainder
of the population, asked for perceptions of capability to perform
the same evaluation activities.
The data collected from the Wisconsin school district media
directors were analyzed to test the following substantive hypotheses:
1 . context, input, process, and product evaluation are per
ceived to be of unequal importance in the performance of the school
district media director's job;
2. district media directors perceive formative and summative
evaluation to be of unequal importance in the performance of their
jobs;

*
3.

district media directors with higher academic degrees per

ceive evaluation to be more important than do directors with lower
degrees;
4.

directors with high levels of certification perceive evalua

tion to be more important than do those with low levels of certifica
tion;
5.

directors perceive themselves unequally capable of doing

context, input, process, and product evaluation;
6 . directors perceive themselves unequally capable of doing
formative and summative evaluation;
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7.

directors with higher academic degrees perceive themselves

to be more capable of doing evaluation than do directors with lower
degrees; and
8. directors with high levels of certification perceive them
selves to be more capable of doing evaluation than do directors with
lower levels of certification.

Summary and Discussion of Research Findings

The research regarding the perceived importance of and capabil
ity to do various evaluation activities is presented and discussed
in this section.

Discussion of the research findings is presented

along with the relevant objectives.

The Types of Evaluation Activity Considered
to be Important by Wisconsin School
District Media Directors

Emphasis in the Wisconsin school district media director's job
was strongest in the context and product evaluation activities as
outlined in the CIPP Evaluation Model.

In placing greatest impor

tance in these two aspects of the CIPP Model, the district media
directors were primarily concerned with the establishment of the
goals and objectives of the district media program and also in de
termining the attainments of the program to assist in making the
continuation, termination, and modification decisions about the dis
trict media program.
Earlier studies by Root (1971) and Nevo (1974) also found con
text and product evaluation activities to be important.

Although
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the study by Root (1971) investigated the evaluation training needs
of superintendents and the study by Nevo (1974) investigated the
importance of evaluation information to students, teachers, and
building principals, nevertheless, context and product evaluation
consistently have emerged as the types of evaluation of prime im
portance to educators.
It is also clear from this research study that input evaluation
activities were by far the least important to the district media
director in the performance of his or her job.

The job requirements

of the district media director apparently require only the minor in
volvement of the director in the acquisition of information regarding
alternative ways of using resources to accomplish program goals and
obj ectives.

The Evaluation Purposes Considered to be
Important to School District Media Directors

Two purposes for evaluation have been conceptualized and dis
cussed by Scriven (1967).
evaluation.

These two are formative and summative

Formative evaluation takes place during the development

and operation of a program or project, and summative evaluation is
done to determine the final value of a program or project.

Both are

necessary activities according to Scriven and other authorities in
evaluation.
Although both purposes are important, district media directors
gave higher importance to formative than they did to summative eval
uation.

This condition is consistent with Nevo's (1974) finding
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regarding the importance of evaluation to school principals (p. 92),
but inconsistent with his finding regarding teachers (p. 89).

Teach

ers considered formative and summative evaluation information to be
approximately equal in importance.

This finding means that district

media directors, as well as school building administrators, consid
ered information obtained to improve educational programs and ser
vices to be more important than information gained for a final
accounting of the worth of the programs and services.

It may be con

jectured that school district media personnel and school building
administrators both are involved in on-going programs and services
which seldom, if ever, have required summative evaluation in the
past.

Thus, the emphasis in their jobs has been to make existing and

on-going programs and services function at higher levels of perform
ance.

The Importance of Evaluation Type
and Evaluation Purpose Compared

The comparison of the perceptions of importance of evaluation
purpose and evaluation type made use of the 8-cell matrix introduced
in Chapter I.

Specifically, each type of evaluation activity identi

fied by the CIPP Evaluation Model was further divided into a forma
tive and a summative evaluation purpose.

Thus, information was

gathered about formative and summative context, formative and summa
tive input, formative and summative process, and formative and summa
tive product evaluation activities.
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While overall, formative evaluation was considered to be more
important than summative evaluation, no significant difference was
found between formative and summative context and formative and sum
mative input evaluation activities.

Significant differences were

found for both process and product evaluation where formative evalua
tion purpose was considered to be more important than summative eval
uation purpose.
School district media directors apparently considered the activ
ities associated with obtaining information to improve both their
methods and outcomes to be of prime importance.

While Nevo (1974)

found no difference in any of his populations regarding the impor
tance of formative versus summative process evaluation, he did find
difference between formative and summative product evaluation (p.
89).

Teachers in his study considered formative product evaluation

to be more important than summative product evaluation (p. 89).
Teachers, like school district media directors, apparently placed
higher concern on the improvement of a product than on the final
assessment of the worth of that product.

If this was the case, both

groups were unlike principals who placed a greater importance on sum
mative product evaluation than they did on formative product evalua
tion information (Nevo, 1974, p. 92).

In addition, Wisconsin school

district media directors considered the activities associated with
formative process evaluation to be more important than the activities
associated with summative process evaluation.

It may be surmised

that district media personnel were involved in processes and proce
dures which were continually being refined and which would seldom be
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subject to a final judgment of value or worth.

The Impact of Training on
Perceptions of Importance

It was established by Case et al. (1975) in their evaluation of
the School Library Manpower Project that the importance of evaluation
tended to increase with increased academic training.
firmed the findings of Case et al.

This study con

Wisconsin school district media

directors with master's degrees considered evaluation activities to
be more important than did the directors with bachelor's degrees.

In

addition, the directors with master's degrees considered process
evaluation to be significantly more important than did those with
bachelor's degrees.

It may be conjectured that the increased train

ing sensitized the directors with master's degrees to the effects of
methods and procedures in their work, thereby increasing the impor
tance of process evaluation.

In all oth^: aspects of the CIPP Eval

uation Model, persons with master’s degrees indicated a greater im
portance for evaluation than did those with bachelor's degrees, but
the differences were not significant.
Finally, Wisconsin school district media directors with master's
degrees found formative evaluation purpose to be significantly more
important than did the directors with bachelor's degrees; this, how
ever, was not the case for summative evaluation purpose.

No signifi

cant difference was found.
Academic degree was assumed to be an incomplete measure of
training received by Wisconsin school district media directors.
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School media personnel in Wisconsin may take advanced training lead
ing to additional certifications by the Department of Public Instruc
tion, but which does not lead to the awarding of a formal degree.
Therefore, analysis of the data was also done by type of certifica
tion held by the district media directors.

The expectation was that

persons with more or higher levels of certification would consider
evaluation to be more important than those with lower levels of
certification.

Analysis of the data, however, revealed that the

opposite appeared to be true.

Persons with the lowest level of

certification, audiovisual certification only, perceived evaluation
to be significantly more important than did those with the highest
level of certification, both library and audiovisual certification.
Thus, there appeared to be an inverse relationship between certifica
tion level and degree of importance associated with evaluation activ
ity.
In looking at the percentage for respondents in each degree and
certification category, it was noted that 87.5% of the respondents
with audiovisual certification only had master's degrees, 48% of the
respondents with library certification only had master's degrees,
and only 27% of the respondents with both library and audiovisual
certifications had master's degrees.

Thus, each higher level of

certification category had decreasing percentages of master's degree
respondents.

This finding, then, was assumed to be an artifact of

the sampling frame.

In the context of this study, level of certifi

cation presumably was not an indicator of sensitivity to the impor
tance of evaluation activity, or it is overpowered by the effects of

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

119
academic degree.

The Types of Evaluation Which School
District Media Directors Consider
Themselves Capable of Performing

The Wisconsin school district media directors responding to the
survey instrument regarding their perceptions of capability to per
form the various types of evaluation activity suggested by the CIPP
Evaluation Model indicated that the greatest capability was in doing
process evaluation.

Directors indicated significantly higher capa

bility to do process evaluation than context, input, and product
evaluation activities.

The bulk of the job responsibilities of

Wisconsin school district media directors were presumably process
oriented.

Emphasis apparently was on acquisition systems, circula

tion systems, and production systems which operate smoothly and
efficiently.

These are process activities which would result in

higher capability in gathering process types of evaluation informa
tion.
School district media directors also considered themselves capa
ble of performing context evaluation activity.

Context evaluation

capability was found to be significantly higher than input evaluation
activity.

No other significant differences were found in perceived

capability.
While highest capability to do evaluation was in the area of
process evaluation, highest importance was given to context and pro
duct evaluation.

It is useful to note the different patterns which

emerge in Figures 6 and 14.

Whereas context and product evaluation

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

120
activities were seen to be of greatest importance, school district
media directors perceived a relatively low capability to perform
those activities.

The Evaluation Purpose Which Directors
Perceive Themselves Capable of Performing

Wisconsin school district media directors responding to the
survey instrument indicated that their greatest capability was in
performing summative evaluation activity rather than formative eval
uation activity.

This also represented a contrast with the perceived

importance of the two evaluation purposes.

While Wisconsin school

district media directors considered formative evaluation to be more
important than summative evaluation, the directors perceived a
greater capability to do summative evaluation.

The Impact of Training on the
Perceptions of Capability

Wisconsin school district media directors with master’s degrees
and those with bachelor's degrees considered themselves equally capa
ble of performing program evaluation.

No significant differences

were found by degree classification of those directors responding to
the survey.

However, a significant difference was found between the

two degree classifications regarding the perceived importance of
evaluation activities.

Assuming that the higher degree increases

one's sensitivity to the importance of evaluation, then it should
also be true that the capability to do those activities also in
creases.

In self-reporting one's capability to perform a given task,
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the tendency may be to report more optimistically than realistically.
It may also be suggested that earning an advanced degree sensitizes
media directors to the importance of evaluation, but it does not im
prove their capability to do evaluation activities.
Using level of certification as a second measure of the amount
of training received by the school district media directors, it was
found that directors at all levels of certification perceived them
selves equally capable of performing program evaluation activities.
In looking at the percentage of respondents in each degree and certi
fication category, it was noted that 83% of the respondents with
audiovisual certification only had master’s degrees, 44% of the re
spondents with library certification only had master's degrees, and
38% of the respondents with both library and audiovisual certifica
tions had master's degrees.

Thus, each higher certification had de

creasing percentages of master's degree respondents.

This finding

may indicate that additional certifications do not improve the direc
tors' capability to do evaluation.

Or, as was the case with per

ceived importance, this finding may be considered an artifact of the
sampling frame, and in the context of this study, level of certifica
tion may not be an indicator of capability to perform program evalua
tion.

Recommendations

The overall goal for this study was to gather information useful
to improve the training in program evaluation received by Wisconsin
school district media personnel.

This section was developed to
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accomplish that goal.
These recommendations will be made to the institutions which
train the media personnel who eventually come to the leadership posi
tions in the school districts of Wisconsin.

They also will be made

to the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, Bureau of Instruc
tional Media Programs, so that personnel within the Bureau might bet
ter understand the evaluation needs and concerns of the district
media personnel and be able to better coordinate and facilitate eval
uation training activities relevant to media professionals.

The

recommendations also will be made to the professional organizations
so that they may plan conferences, workshops, and other in-service
experiences which are appropriate to the evaluation needs and con
cerns of their members.

Finally, recommendations are made regarding

future research effort on the subject of media program evaluation.
The first recommendation is a fairly general one based on Chap
ter II, the Review of Relevant Literature.

In that chapter it was

established that the role of program evaluation was important to
practicing school media professionals.

Not only did the professional

organizations and the leadership in the profession place emphasis on
program evaluation, but also the Wisconsin Department of Public In
struction mandated that school district media directors participate
in the on-going evaluation of their district media programs.

In

addition, the evaluation of the School Library Manpower Project found
that program evaluation was one of the most important aspects of the
media professional's job, but that media personnel had among the
least capability to carry out the evaluation responsibilities.
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Therefore, this first recommendation is that the program evalua
tion emphasis in the training of media personnel be strengthened to
resolve the discrepancy suggested by the Library Manpower Project and
to meet the obligations imposed by the profession and by the Depart
ment of Public Instruction.

It is intended that the recommendations

which follow make this first general recommendation more meaningful.

RecoTrTmpndations Based on Discrepancies
Between Importance and Capability

Any direct comparison between the perceptions"of Wisconsin "
school district media directors regarding the importance of the eval
uation activities and their capability to perform those activities
must be made with the utmost caution.

Because of the limited scope

of the study, the limitations of the methodology, the low return rate
of the Form 2 questionnaire, and the high possibility of biased re
sponse on the Form 2 questionnaire, making formal statistical com
parisons is unwise.

Nevertheless, this study would be incomplete

without consideration of the differences between perceived importance
and perceived capability.

The discrepancies noted here at least sug

gest an opportunity to improve the training received by Wisconsin
school media personnel and to enable them to perform their jobs at
higher levels of sensitivity and competence.
In both this study and the study by Nevo (1974) context and pro
duct evaluation emerged as the most important types of evaluation as
distinguished by the CIPP Evaluation Model.

Yet, Wisconsin district

media directors considered themselves most capable of doing process
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evaluation.

Therefore, it is' recommended that emphasis be placed on

developing increased capability to do context and product evaluation.
This recommendation does not mean that emphasis should be decreased
on doing process evaluation; that should be maintained.

Emphasis on

building capability to do context evaluation should be developed.
Training experiences should be developed to teach media personnel the
rationale, methods, and techniques of setting justifiable goals and
objectives, analyzing and describing the environments of the district
media program, identifying unmet needs and unused opportunities, and
diagnosing problems (Stufflebeam, et al., 1971, p. 218).

Emphasis

on building capability to do product evaluation should also be devel
oped.

Media personnel need training experiences to learn the ratio

nale, methods, and techniques of operationally defining goals and
objectives, measuring the attainment of the goals and objectives, and
interpreting the results of those measurements for the termination,
continuation, and modification decisions which must be made regarding
the media program and services (Stufflebeam et al., 1971, p. 232).
While both formative and summative product evaluation are important,
greater emphasis should be placed on formative product evaluation.
The normal responsibilities of the district media director con
sists largely of working with programs and services which are con
tinuous.

Once circulation, production, acquisition, and other sys

tems are developed and implemented, they continue in operation.
Seldom is the district media director called upon to render a final
accounting of the value of a program or service.

Consistent with

this, Wisconsin school district media directors considered formative
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evaluation to be more important than summative evaluation in the per
formance of their jobs.

Yet, Wisconsin district media directors con

sidered themselves more capable of performing summative than forma
tive evaluation.

Thus, increased emphasis should be placed on train

ing media personnel to do formative evaluation to improve the opera
tion, of existing and continuous programs and systems.

Even if condi

tions arise where summative evaluations are imperative because of
fiscal or other reasons, capability in doing formative evaluation is
essential since well done formative evaluation predicts the results
of summative evaluation.
The condition where master's degree directors and bachelor's
degree directors considered themselves equally capable of doing the
evaluation activities suggests that directors with master's degrees
have become sensitized to the importance of evaluation in the per
formance of their jobs, but that they had not gained the necessary
skills.

Therefore, emphasis in the master's degree programs should

be to increase evaluation skill development.

The condition where

advanced degree had greater effect on perceptions of the importance
of evaluation activities suggests that the place for increased eval
uation emphasis be in the preservice bachelor's degree programs and
through in-service training for directors without master's degrees.

Recommendations for Future Research

Finally, five recommendations are made regarding future research
efforts into the subject of program evaluation of school media ser
vices .
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Limited evidence regarding the perceived capability of school
district media directors to do program evaluation was a serious limi
tation of this study.

Future research to gain better information

about the evaluation skills of media personnel would be useful.
If, as has been suggested, resources for education continue to
be scarce, a follow-up study on the importance of the evaluation
would yield useful information.

Such a study could identify the im

pact of budget restrictions on the perceptions of evaluation for
accountability (summative evaluation) relative to evaluation for pro
gram improvement (formative evaluation).
A comparison of the perceptions of the importance of the various
types of evaluation suggested by the CIPP Evaluation Model with the
perceptions of the media directors' supervisors would yield useful
information about conflicting or complementary perceptions of the
role of evaluation.

Such a study would also provide insight into the

kinds of environments conducive to facilitating media program evalua
tion.
Content analysis of the courses within the training programs
would provide necessary information to determine the degree and type
of evaluation training being provided to the Wisconsin school media
professionals.
Finally, investigation is urgently needed into techniques and
strategies specific to media programs in all evaluation modes and for
all evaluation purposes.
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Summary

School media personnel are today facing challenges unprecedented
in educational history.

Funding levels have declined after the lav

ish years of the 1960's because of decreased enrollments, inflation,
and increased competition for the tax dollar.

Education no longer

enjoys the confidence of the public which it serves; increasingly,
public education is being called upon to justify its expenditure of
public funds.
As educational leaders in the public schools of Wisconsin, dis
trict media directors must adapt to these changing educational condi
tions.

School district media directors must become better prepared

for leadership to help make the difficult program decisions which
virtually all school systems and school personnel are being called
upon to make.

It is essential that school district media adminis

trators gain the sensitivity and the skills needed to identify the
kinds of information needed, to obtain useful information, and to use
the information to strengthen and justify their instructional media
programs.
In order to accomplish this, school district media directors
must develop sensitivity to the importance of evaluation information
as well as skill in gathering and using that information.
District media directors, as leaders in their school districts,
must be able to gather and use information about the intended means,
intended ends, actual means, and actual ends of their instructional
media programs to both improve their programs as to justify ‘the
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expenditure of public funds.

With district media directors who have

the required evaluation sensitivity and capability, the instructional
media programs in the schools can survive; without it the future of
instructional media is questionable.
This study found aspects of evaluation which school district
media directors considered to be important in the performance of
their jobs as well as aspects of evaluation which school district
media directors considered themselves capable of performing.

It is

now hoped the professional training institutions, the professional
organizations, and the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction will
build upon what has been learned and they will provide the kinds of
training experiences necessary to develop the types of evaluation
sensitivity and capability required to meet the leadership challenges
faced by the Wisconsin school district media administrators.
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Dr. Mary Ann Bunda
Associate Director, Evaluation Center
Western Michigan University
Muriel Katzenmeier
Doctoral Student in Evaluation
Western Michigan University
Dr. Charles Plummer
Associate Director, Evaluation Training
Consortium, Evaluation Center
Western Michigan University
Dr. Jeri Ridings
Research Fellow, Evaluation Center
Western Michigan University
Dr. Robert Rodosky
Assistant Director, Evaluation Center
Western Michigan University
Dr. James Sanders
Associate Director, Evaluation Center
Western Michigan University
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Itea Classification Instrument
The purpose of this instrument is to review and classify
items to be included in a survey questionnaire to be sent to a
sample of district instructional media directors in Wisconsin.
The intent of the questionnaire will be to determine the amount
of evaluation activity done in each of several categories and to
assess the perceived importance of and capability to do those
evaluation activities.
The categories of evaluation activity are based on the four
types of evaluation defined in the Stufflebeam CIPP evaluation
model (Context, Input, Process, and Product) and the two purposes
(formative and summative) to be served by evaluation as defined
by Scriven.

As a result of your experience in working with both

of these models, you have been selected to respond to this
instrument.
The following is a list of evaluation activities phrased in
the format to be used in the survey questionnaire.

You are asked

to classify each activity by checking one of the columns 1 to 4 to
indicate the type of evaluation activity it contains and either
column 5 or 6 to indicate what purpose it serves.
Any comments regarding format and style of the items or
suggestions for additional items would be greatly appreciated.
Thank you for your assistance with this project.

-

T

'
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rurjooo

1
|
Evaluation activity:

1.

Obtain information about the educational needs of
the community, to demonstrate that the media
program meets those needs.

2.

Obtain information about community values, to
justify materials obtained for the media
collection.

3.

Obtain information about the overall impact of
the district media program, to improve services
for next year.

1

6.

|

*

5

5

1

5

1

2

4

S

5

1

1

2

4

1

4

6

%

%

j,a

5

%

%
5

Obtain information about the process of develop
ing the budget for the media program, so that the
process can be made more efficient.
Obtain information about strategies to integrate
print and nonprint collections, to adapt an
appropriate strategy to your situation.

6

e

7. Obtain information about the performance of the
materials distribution system, so difficulties
can be corrected.

3

1

¥s

¥s

8.

3

Obtain information about how the media inservice
programs operated, 30 improvement can be planned
for next year.

9. Obtain information about the competency of the
media personnel, so that their competency can
be judged.

10.

Obtain information about instructional needs, to
justify the district media program.

11.

Obtain information from teachers and administra
tors, to defend the philosophy of the district
media program.

1

%a

4. Obtain information about strategies to integrate
print and nonprint collections, to defend your
approach.

5.

|

I
Produce

1

Tyye of E olu« on

2

5

1

s

1

h
2

%

3
p

%

6

6

1

3

1

%

%

5
5

%

%

aIndicates one respondent identifying two categories.
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Type of Evaluation

Purpose

|

I I I
Evaluation activity:

1

2

1

s

>

12. Obtain information about teaching strategies
and methods being used, to help you decide what
kinds of media to obtain.

2

4

6

13. Obtain information about resources within the com
munity, to improve the media services offered to
students and staff.

4

2

5

14. Obtain information about student study habits, to
help in deciding what kinds of instructional
services should be planned.

5

1

6

15. Obtain information about new media formats, to help
decide which are most appropriate to consider for
your media program.

6

%

17. Obtain information about students' study-strategies
to help assess how well the services of the media
program assist those strategies.

| ^ a?*

1

1

2
%

t.

6.

h
3

2

3

%

18. Obtain information about how program activities are
carried out, to demonstrate the effectiveness of
the procedures.

%

2

4

1

5

1

3

4

19. Obtain information about teacher use of media
services, to demonstrate the utility of the
district media program.
20. Obtain information about the merit of various
instructional.methods for 'students with differing
learning styles, to show the response of your
media program to their needs.
21. Obtain information about media usage trends, to
nfake better use of paid, volunteer, and student
help.

¥s-

Pj^* Ol

j

2

6

5

%

16. Obtain information about the competency of the
media personnel,so that their competency can be
improved.

I

£

2

3

2

1

e

6
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Typ ort alu* on

|

I
|

|

?
l

4

5

22. Obtain information about teacher satisfaction
with each media center in the district, so that
service at each center can be improved.

1

5

5

23. Obtain information about the evaluation process
used with your media program, to show that the
evaluation is credible and useful.

3

3

2

Evaluation activity:

24. Obtain information about alternative way of
distributing materials, t o .improve your media
services.

1

3

6

26. Obtain information about the use
of locally
produced instructional materials, so the utility
of locally produced materials can be judged.

3

6

28. Obtain information about other district media
programs, to adapt ideas to your own.

2

4

29. Obtain information about student achievement, to
help decide what kinds of materials to obtain.

3

1

30. Obtain information about student achievement, to
justify the kinds of services emphasized in the
objectives of the district media program.

6

6

6

3

6

6
1

5

1

3

2

1

5

h

%

%

31. Obtain information about the effects of district
media policies, to identify and correct problems.

3

32. Obtain information about teaching strategies and
methods,to defend the kinds of media obtained.

2

33. Obtain information about other media programs, to
compare them with your own.

1

6

5

25. Obtain information about how media program activ
ities are actually carried out, to modify proced
ures if it is necessary.

27. Obtain information about the educational.prob
lems of the district, to demonstrate the rele
vance of the media program's goals and
objectives.

6

3
1
3

1

6
6

2
3

2
%

3
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Type of Evaluation

furposc

I
1

|
|

|

4

5

1

1

4

h

%

1
Evaluation activity:

1

2

34. Obtain information about accepted standards and
guidelines, to compare with your media program's
goals and objectives.

2

2

35. Obtain information about various budgeting systems,
to select the most appropriate one.

1

36. Obtain information about the merit of various
methods of individualising instruction, to help
you demonstrate the quality of your media services
to culturally disadvantaged groups.

1

5

38. Obtain information about teacher satisfaction with
each media center in the district, to justify
continued support for each center.
4
¥s

6

5

3

37. Obtain information about the degree to which media
facilities are being used as planned, to justify
their continued support.

39. Obtain information about instructional trends, to
help defend a rationale for the instructional
media program.

3

1

4

2

1

5

1
%

H

%

r

4

6

6
i

%

4

h

40. Obtain information about the effectiveness of your
management style, to help predict Individual and
group reactions to your worh.

l

3

2

3

3

41. Obtain information about the impact of loc.ally
produced instructional materials, so local pro
ductions can be improved.

1

1

4

5

1

42. Obtain information about new media formats, to
select those most appropriate for your media
service.

1

5

1

43. Obtain information about the effects of district
media policies, to defend their continued use.
44. Obtain information about the performance of the
equipment distribution system, to show how
effectively equipment is being used.

5

1

5

2

3

%

h

6
5
%

%
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Type of E\;,i«d.on

|

Evaluation activity:
45. Obtain information about the merit of various
instructional methods for special students
to improve the response of your media program to
their needs.

’g

1

*

1

3

46. Obtain information about the evaluation process
used with your media program, to identify ways
it can be improved.
47. Obtain information about alternative ways of
working with staff members and administrators,
to help you improve the quality of your relations
with them.

1

4

|

3

1

Purpose

i

I

5

*

5

5

6

I

6

48. Obtain information about the overall impact of
the district media program, to justify the
program's continued support.

6

6

49. Obtain information about the impact of the
district media program in individualizing
instruction, so that this service can bejustified.

6

e

50. Obtain information about the district media ser
vices which are considered to be most important,
so that those services will be improved.

■1

2

51. Obtain information about media inservice orograms,
to judge their effectiveness.

3

1

5

52. Obtain information about the processes for imple
menting local production, to identify areas for
improvement.

d

2

53. Obtain information about teacher use of media
services, so that usage can be encouraged in the
future.

3

54. Obtain information about the impact of the media
program in gaining support for the school system,
to identify opportunities to strengthen the impact.

3

1

1

5
t.

l

5

6

2

4

2

2

5

1

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Purposo

Type of Evolu«ion

I
|

|

I

I

5

6

I
Evaluation activity:

34

l

55. Obtain information about the goals and
objectives of the media program, to establish
priorities for implementation.

5

56. Obtain information about the district media
services which are considered to be most val
uable, so that those services will be continued.

2

57. Obtain information about instructional trends, to
develop a rationale for the media program.

4

58. Obtain information about the impact of the district
media program in gaining support for the school
system, to defend continued support for the media
program.

1

1

4

1

61. Obtain information about the impact of the
district media program in individualizing instruct
ion, so that this service can be further
developed.

1

62. Obtain information about the merit of various
instructional methods for different ability groups,
that would help you improve the effectiveness of the
media program in meeting the individual student
needs.
63. Obtain information about district goals and object
ives, to develop or modify media program goals and
objectives.
64. Obtain information about the procedures for main
taining equipment, that will demonstrate efficient
use of equipment.

1

4

1

5

1

6

5

4

59. Obtain information about the performance of the
equipment distribution system, to help decide
changes to improve the system.
60. Obtain information about the merit of various
evaluation methods, that would improve the eval
uation of the media program.

5

1

4

4

1

2

6

1

6

5

6

1

6

6

6

1

4

1

6
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Evaluation activity:
65- Obtain information about the degree to which media
facilities are being used, to develop plans for
more efficient use of the facilities.
. 66. Obtain information about purchasing procedures
of the district media program, so inefficiencies
will be identified.
67. Obtain information about various way of distrib
uting materials, to select and recommend the
most appropriate method(3).

4

*
1

4

3

3

4

2

5

1

1

1

1

4

69. Obtain information about student values, to adapt
the media program to those values.

6

6
2

71. Obtain information about the performance of the
materials distribution system, to show that
materials are available when needed.

74. Obtain information about various methods of indi
vidualizing instruction, to help improve media
services to culturally disadvantaged groups.
75. Obtain information about purchasing procedures of
the district media program, that will demonstrate
accountability.

•

2

4

73. Obtain information about various instructional
methods for different ability groups, to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the media program
in meeting the individual student needs.

s

6

2

1

72. Obtain information about student achievement, to
help decide what kind3 of services to emphasise.

2

1

1

68. Obtain information about the procedures for main
taining equipment, to foster the most efficient
use possible of equipment.

70. Obtain information about the process of developing
the district media budget, so that the process can
be demonstrated to be effective.

*

rutpato

4

4

4

1

1

2

2

5

1

2

3

6

2

1

6

4

1

2
6

6

1

6
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Evaluation activity:
76. Obtain information about opportunities, to improve
instructional media services.

1

*•

3

Purpose

j

1

|

4

3

6

4

2

6

77. Obtain information about various evaluation methods,
to allow you to select the most appropriate methods 1
to use to evaluate your media program.

5

5

78. Obtain information about the educational problems
of the district, to help formulate goals and
objectives for the district media program.
79. Obtain information about the collections of
materials, so that their quality can be judged.
80. Obtain information about the quality of materials
collections, so that they can be improved.
81. Obtain information about various procedures for
acquiring materials, to improve the acquisition
procedures.
c

6

6
2

%
2

1 '

3
% %
2 5
%

1
%

2

4

5
%
1

6
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INFORMATION CATHERING ACTIVITIES—
Wisconsin District Media Directors

This questionnaire consists of
I and II contain 40 statements
to respond. Part III asks for
and the district media program

three parts. Parts
each to which you are
information about you
which you direct.

It is important that each response be
independently. Therefore, do not refc
questionnaire, and do not chan?

After you have completed Part III, fold the
questionnaire so the. return address is 01:
outside, and mail by May 1, 1980.

Thank you for your time and assistance.
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Please respond to each of the statements
below by placing an X in the column which
best indicates the Importance of each of
the tasks described.
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PART III

.

14g

1. What type of certification do you have? (Check all chat apply)
Librarian:

Audiovisual Coordinator;

Audiovisual Director; __Adainlscracive;

None of these.

2. What is the highest degree you hold? (Check one)
Bachelors degree;

Masters degree;

Specialist degree;

Other (please specify)___________

3. How would you characterise the school district in which you work? (Check one)
Primarily urban;

Primarily suburban;

Primarily town/rural.

4. How many FTE employees work in the media program at the district level? (Check one)Less than one FTE;

One FTE;

Two to three FTE;

Three to four FTE;

More than four FTE.

5. When does this year's contract end for you as district media director? (Check one)
Before June 1;

Between June 1 and June IS;

Between June 16 and June 30;

After July 1.

6. At the end of this year, how many years will you have served as District Media Director? (Check one)
Less than one;

One;

Two to cnree;

Four to five;

More than five.

First fold here

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME A ND C O OPERATIO N.

Second fold here

FIRST CLASS MAIL
Roger L. Hartz
1940 Howard St. #253
Kalamazoo, MI 49008
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Dear District Media Director,
I am a faculty member currently on a leave of absence from one of the
media training programs in the University of Wisconsin System. During
the past months, I have become vitally concerned with the challenges
school library media personnel face from declining enrollments and
funding, inflation, and accountability. I am now working on a research
project to find out what kinds of information school library media
personnel collect about their programs to help improve, promote, and
defend library media services. You are one of the Wisconsin district
media directors who have been randomly selected to participate in this
study of information gathering activities.
The results of this study will provide valuable data to the Bureau of
Instructional Media Programs and to the library media training programs
in Wisconsin. This data will assist them in planning pre-service and
professional development activities to help school library media
professionals obtain the information needed to meet the challenges of
these critical times. In addition, the information you provide will
help in the development and refinement of information gathering
methods and strategies specifically for school library media programs.
Dianne McAfee and her staff in the Bureau of Instructional Media
programs have reviewed the study and made valuable suggestions for its
development. But the important information for the study must come .
from you. Therefore, I urge your cooperation by completing and return
ing the enclosed questionnaire promptly.
Your responses will remain confidential. The code number on the
questionnaire is to assist in follow-up and in organizing the data for
analysis. All data will be reported in aggregate, so it will be
impossible to connect names with specific responses.
It is necessary that the library media profession learn as much as
possible about what school library media personnel perceive to be
critical in the performance of their jobs. The responses you place
on the questionnaire will help provide a portion of that needed
information. If you would like to receive a summary of the research
report, print your name and address on the enclosed card and staple
it inside the completed questionnaire.
Thank you for your assistance,

Roger L. Hartz
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INFORMATION GATHERING ACTIVITIES—
Wisconsin District Media Directors

DIRECTIONS
This questionnaire consists of two parts. In Part I
you will respond to AO statements about y
information gathering activities. Part II asks for
information about you and the district media program
which you direct
It is important that each response be made
independently. Therefore, do not refer to answers
you have already made as you go through the
questionnaire, and do not change answers you have
given after you have gone
statement
After you have completed Part II, fold the
questionnaire so the return address is
outside, and mail by May 23, 1980.

Thank you for your time and assistance
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you obtain that Information, but i
Lnor Importance."
If, however,
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Finally, some information is needed about you and your school district:
1.

What type of certification do you have?
Librarian;

(Check

all that apply)

Audiovisual Coordinator;

Audiovisual Director;

None of these
2.

What is the highest degree you hold?
Bachelors degree;
Other

(Check one)

Masters degree;

Specialist degree;

(please specify)_______________________

3. What is the K-12 enrollment of your school district?_______________

First fold here

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME A N D C O O PER A TIO N.

Second fold here

FIRST CLASS MAIL
Roger L. Hart2
1940 Howard St. if253
Kalamazoo, MI 49008
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INFORMATION GATHERING ACTIVITIES—
Wisconsin District Media Directors

DIRECTIONS
This questionnaire consists of two parts. In Part I
you will respond to 40 statements about your
information gathering activities. Part II asks for
information about you and the district media program
which you direct
It is important that each response be made
independently. Therefore, do not refer to answers
you have already made as you go through the
questionnaire, and do not change answers you have
given after you have gone on to another

After you have completed Part II, fold the
questionnaire so the return address is
outside, and mail by May 23, 1980.

Thank you for your time and assistance
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How eopoble are you of collecting
information about:
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PART II
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Finally, some information is needed abou-t you and your school district:
1.

What type of certification do you have?
Librarian;

(Check

all that apply)

Audiovisual Coordinator;

Audiovisual Director;

None of these
2.

What is the highest degree you hold?
Bachelors degree;

(Check one)

Masters degree;

Specialist degree;

Other (please specify)_______________________
3. What is the K-12 enrollment of your school district?_______________

First fold here

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME A N D C O O PER A TIO N .

Second fold here

FIRST CLASS MAIL
Roger L. Hartz
1940 Howard St. #253
Kalamazoo, MI 49008
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Appendix E

Follow-Up Letter
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May 24, 1980

Dear District Media Director,
Last week I mailed you a questionnaire which asked about the kinds of
information you gather to improve, to promote, and to defend your
district media program.
As of today, I haven't received your response. I know how busy you
are this time of the year, and perhaps the questionnaire was misplaced
in the inevitable end-of-the-year rush. Your response is important
to the success of this study, and I am still faithfully awaiting it.
Your responses will provide valuable data to the Bureau of Instructional
Media Programs and to the library media training programs in Wisconsin
to assist in planning pre-service and professional development activ
ities. In addition, your responses will also help in the development
and refinement of information gathering methods and strategies
specifically for school media programs.
In these difficult times for public education it is important that we
learn as much as possible about what school library media personnel see
as critical in the performance of their jobs. The answers you put on
the questionnaire will give us a portion of that needed information, and
a stronger library media profession will result.
Wisconsin District Media Directors are the only persons who can tell
about .the information gathering activities and capabilities of
Wisconsin District Media Directors, so please take a few m in u t e s now
to complete the enclosed questionnaire and return it by Friday, May 30,
1980. I recognize the demands of your busy schedule, and I am very
appreciative of the time and attention you give to this request.
Thank you for your assistance, and I hope you have a good summerI

P.S. If you would like to get a summary of the research, report, print
your name and address on the enclosed card and staple it inside
the completed questionnaire.
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